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With rising enrollments in online courses, institutions must decide how they will respond. 
Institutions offering online courses through distance programs are moving those courses into the 
mainstream, increasing the demand for courses and instructors. Faculty must choose how they 
will be involved. Institutions will be challenged to find ways to encourage faculty to be involved.
This qualitative study examined perceptions of faculty and administrators to discover 
how well those perceptions matched. Participants were interviewed at two institutions, using a 
grounded theory approach.
Faculty and administrators’ perceptions differed about their institution’s initial motive for 
offering online courses. Administrators claimed online courses were a part of their institutional 
mission and a way to extend resources to distance education students. Faculty believed online 
courses originated because of the potential for profit.
Faculty and administrators agreed shared ownership of online courses was a reasonable 
alternative, but few participants had knowledge of the existence or the specifics of their 
institution’s intellectual property agreement. Quality standards were also a concern. Faculty and 
administrators were divided over who would devise the standards, who would monitor them, and 
how information about quality standards would be used. In terms of compensation, release time 
emerged as preferable to a stipend, but neither option was offered to faculty unless they were 
willing to design the course as “work for hire” and then release control. Participants believed 
revising the definition of scholarship might encourage more faculty to consider designing and 
teaching online courses if the efforts would apply towards tenure and promotion. An 
unanticipated finding was that faculty had altered the way they taught in their traditional
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classrooms after their experience designing and teaching online. Faculty and administrators 
acknowledged they had heard a number of other faculty make similar comments.
I offered a series of recommendations for participants to consider at their institution, most 
importantly that they attempt to convince senior administrators of the need to engage in a long 
term visioning process to determine how the institution saw its role in online education. All 




When Lewis and Clark prepared for their journey west, they had little in the way of 
accurate maps, but they had a compass, a plan, and an unabashed enthusiasm to complete the task 
set before them by their president, Thomas Jefferson. With their fellow companions in the 
“Corps of Discovery,” they set out from Missouri on May 14, 1804, equipped with a map that 
would change many times and a compass that did not fail them. They did not know precisely 
where they were going, how long they would be gone, or when they would get back, but they did 
know two things: first, that they shared a vision of reaching the Pacific Ocean; and second, that 
they would each play a part in the journey’s eventual success or failure. On November 7, 1805, 
those who survived the journey were able to realize their vision, as they stood at the banks of the 
Columbia River, gazing out at the waters of the Pacific Ocean (Fritz, 2003).
Today’s online teaching pioneers could be said to be on their own voyage of discovery. 
While their journey is less fraught with peril, it nonetheless represents a voyage into the 
unknown, as teachers venture from a world of desks, textbooks, and lectures into a world of 
course platforms, browsers, and asynchronous communication.
“We want you to teach this class online for someone who’s going on sabbatical” were the 
words that started me on my journey. These words, uttered by my dean, propelled me out of my 
comfort zone, back into graduate school, and introduced me to the world of online education and 
to students I would only meet in cyberspace. As I learned how to cut and paste, enter grades, and 
post messages on a course bulletin board, I also realized how unprepared I was for this
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environment, even though I had been integrating laptop technology into my traditional, on- 
campus courses for more than a decade. I enrolled at the University of North Dakota in order to 
discover what lay behind this push for online education and how it might affect teachers and 
students.
I did not return to the world of online teaching after my initial experience of teaching a 
course for someone else, but I was intrigued by the possibilities of teaching online. I continued to 
research areas related to online education as I pursued my doctorate. I learned how to use course 
platforms such as Blackboard® as a student myself, and I began to ask instructors who were 
using the platform about specific features of the courses, such as the grade book options and the 
discussion sessions. My curiosity eventually led me into discussions with several faculty 
members at a nearby institution who were already designing and teaching online courses. When 
the opportunity arose to do a pilot study in a qualitative research course, I decided to find out if 
faculty at the college would be willing to share their experiences with me.
The “Test Run”
I designed a proposal for the university’s Institutional Review Board in cooperation with 
my dissertation chairperson, and once the proposal was approved, I sent out an interest survey to 
the full-time faculty at the “Centerville” campus of “Midwest Community College.” The survey 
contained questions for faculty related to their experiences teaching online and using laptop 
technology in their traditional classrooms. At the end of the survey, faculty members were asked 
to indicate whether they were interested in being interviewed further about their experiences. 
Seven faculty members indicated they were willing to be interviewed about their experiences. 
These faculty members represented the health and general education program areas, two of the 
largest departments at the college. These departments also offered the largest number of online 
courses. I contacted the faculty members and explained the consent form and the time 
commitment for the interviews. All seven of the faculty members agreed to continue with the 
study and to be interviewed three times (for more on the three-interview format, see references to
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Seidman, 1998, in Chapter II). A sample of the questions posed to participants in the first 
interview appears in Appendix A. The questions were transcribed from the taped interview and 
are listed in the appendix in the order in which they were asked. 1 have used different font 
formatting to indicate which questions were from the list I prepared prior to the interview and 
which were follow up questions.
In addition to interviews, I posed a series of questions to participants in two separate e- 
mail messages. Between the first and second interview, participants were asked to describe what 
they considered an ideal environment in which to design an online class. Between the second and 
third interview, I asked the participants to respond to a series of scenarios based on situations that 
had been described in the first and second interviews. One of those scenarios is reprinted below: 
After a faculty meeting, several faculty members who teach online courses stayed behind 
to discuss some concerns they had about all the new courses showing up in the online 
software. Since you were considering designing a course yourself, you asked if you 
could listen in for ideas. Those present agreed to let you sit in, but as the conversation 
continued, you began to hear a number of comments about how several new courses 
really should not have been offered online because they were essentially skill building 
courses that needed hands-on instruction. You also heard faculty making negative 
comments about some of the courses as being more “online correspondence” courses that 
could just as easily be handled by e-mail or paper-pencil. The more you listened, the 
more you realized there was not any real agreement amongst these faculty about what 
courses should and should not be online, and how those courses that are online should 
use the technology that’s available. You leave the meeting thinking that faculty 
members really ought to get together to discuss what they expect of online learning, and 
why they’d choose it for their courses. You mention this to your division chair who says, 
“You know, that’s a great idea. Why don’t you come up with a list of topics we could
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raise at our all-faculty meeting in two weeks?” What topics would you put on your list?
How realistic is this scenario, based on your knowledge and experience?
This scenario represented a number of concerns expressed by faculty about what courses were 
suitable for online delivery and the lack of discussion at the institution about how online courses 
would be utilized. Some of the responses to this scenario appear later in this chapter.
After conducting each interview, 1 did a verbatim transcription into a word processor and 
later copied the file into Ethnograph™ (Qualis Research, 1998), a widely used data analysis 
program for qualitative studies. Interview data was coded, using the “constant comparative 
method” described in Chapter II. As I analyzed the coded data, four themes emerged. The first 
theme was “Whose course is it?” This theme was related to who owned the course in the sense of 
who was able to make decisions about content and who would be allowed to teach the course 
once it was placed online. The second theme was “How did we get here?” This theme was 
related to the philosophy behind online education and what motivated the institution to begin 
offering online courses. The third theme was “I need more help.” In this area, I included faculty 
concerns about the type of help offered to faculty as they learned to design online classes as well 
as faculty members’ opinions about the help offered to students who might be considering an 
online course. The last theme was “Who controls quality control?” This theme focused on 
whether quality standards were needed for online courses, and if so, who would devise and 
monitor the standards.
Analysis of these four themes led me to the following assertion: “The environment in 
which faculty at the Centerville campus of Midwest Community College designed and taught 
online courses was characterized by frustration and confusion in the following areas: ownership, 
philosophy, support, and quality control.” After submitting the pilot project to my qualitative 
instructor, I continued to return to the data periodically over the next few months, wondering if 
there were themes I had missed in my initial analysis. As I read the transcripts again and listened 
to the tapes, I began to notice how often participants commented on the roles of administrators.
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These comments, which are summarized in the next section under the four themes that emerged 
in the pilot study, led me to consider expanding the study to include administrators, since they 
appeared to play a central role in faculty members’ online experiences.
Whose Course Is It? Ownership of Online Courses 
Ownership emerged as a significant issue for faculty, and it represented a substantial 
source of comments about administrators. Ownership surfaced as an issue in interviews as some 
participants discussed their experiences and observations related to being assigned to design 
online courses without consultation, while others commented on being asked to teach an online 
course designed by someone else. Ashley’s experience illustrated many of the concerns 
participants expressed.
Ashley was required to design a college-level math course by her dean. She worked with 
a fellow math faculty member over the course of a year to design the course. The course was 
eventually listed on the schedule of classes but was later removed when the dean who originally 
requested the online course left the college. The course was never rescheduled, so Ashley and her 
co-designer were not able to test the course. Even though Ashley had not taught the course 
herself and did not expect to have the opportunity to do so in the near future, she still felt a strong 
sense of ownership of the course. When asked how she would respond if someone else were 
assigned to teach the course on another campus, she replied:
It would be hard, to do all that work and let somebody else [long pause]....But I don’t 
think it’s a good idea if you bring the third person in [besides the other person who 
helped to design the course]... .Everybody who’s putting... some work into it should be 
teaching it; not somebody who, you know, somebody who never had any work with this. 
Jordan, another participant, was even more specific about how she would respond if 
someone else were assigned to teach a course she had designed. She stated her opinion very 
emphatically while tapping one finger forcefully against the desk:
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It’s not gonna happen. I have, yes, I have a strong, it’s mine, [laughs] It’s just mine. I’m 
not giving it away. You know, people, we spend too much time to build it. ...I know 
other faculty feel the same way. We’ve talked about it.
Other faculty expressed similar frustrations with administrative requests to teach 
someone else’s course. Kelly addressed the issue in a pragmatic fashion: “Well, it’s, again, one 
of those philosophical things, but in practice, it usually is not the case. What that means is almost 
always when you have a teacher teach something, they almost never want to teach somebody 
else’s course.” Shannon was assigned to teach someone else’s course, and while she felt the 
designer had created a worthwhile course, it was not how she would have designed the course.
She felt some of the tests and assignments did not emphasize course objectives she felt were more 
important, and she did not feel that she was actually “teaching” the course. She stated that she 
would prefer not to teach another course designed by another instructor, saying her first 
experience “wasn’t one of my prouder moments, let me put it that way.”
Another participant, Taylor, questioned administrators’ motives in asking faculty to 
convert a large number of existing paper-pencil correspondence courses to online courses, 
particularly if the courses might never be taught by the person who designed them:
That’s going to be the danger that these [online courses] are going to be what I call them, 
“shelf courses.” “Yeah, we have this online course already written; we want you to teach 
it this semester; here’s the course.” And it’s a done deal, and, uhm, in other words, what 
they’re having teachers do is create textbooks, so I don’t know. I don’t think...that’s 
very good instruction....It sure would be nice to have some boundaries set before we got 
into this.
How Did We Get Here? The Philosophy Behind Offering Online Courses 
The boundaries Taylor referred to might have been outlined in initial discussions between 
faculty and administrators before the institution began offering online courses, if those 
discussions had taken place. The lack of discussion and guidelines was raised frequently by
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participants as they recalled how the college came to be involved in online education. Because 
faculty and administrators were located on multiple campuses (more details about the structure of 
Midwest Community College can be found in Chapter II), discussions about online courses often 
needed to take place over e-mail, interactive television, or in face-to-face meetings scheduled 
most often at the campus nearest to the administrative headquarters. As a result, there were not 
many opportunities for significant, college-wide discussions of the merits of online learning, 
although there were informal discussions at various campuses. The consensus amongst 
participants was that faculty should take the lead in these discussions. Ashley phrased it 
succinctly:
The people at the top, they really don’t know what we’re teaching, I think, you know, 
they really don’t know what we’re teaching, I think....I don’t think we should go the 
other way first [having a top-down discussion, first at the administrative level, then at the 
faculty level] because [the people at the top] don’t [long pause] know what courses could 
be online, which ones, and how.
Discussions that had taken place about online education had been too narrowly focused 
on the technology itself, in Taylor’s view. He suggested that faculty and administrators take a 
step back and ask questions that perhaps should have been asked before the first course went 
online:
I think our first step, as an institution, is to figure out our philosophy regarding distance 
ed. If it’s to “beat the competition” or “increase revenue,” then I think we’re starting out 
on the wrong foot. I also think that forcing teachers to use it like they did last year, or 
forcing students to use it, like they did last year, only makes matters worse... .1 think the 
college started out backwards on this. We spent the money on the technology, we spent 
the money on the software... what we didn’t do is understand how distance ed will help 
us fulfill our mission.
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Perhaps the most crucial mistake made here, in Taylor’s opinion, was the failure of 
administrators to talk to teachers and students, the two groups most affected by the decision to put 
courses online. Future discussion, he said, should involve these stakeholders:
As the old saying goes, “It is much easier to ask for forgiveness than it is to ask for 
permission.” And now [said with pronounced emphasis], they want to do the very things 
they should have done at first. Sometimes, getting the permission, in this case the 
philosophical discussion, does take longer...but the end product is one that most can live 
with—with few regrets.
I Need More Help: Platform Training and Student Advising 
One aspect of their online experience that many participants felt negatively about was the 
type of training they were offered by administrators. Six of the seven participants attended the 
course platform training; none of them described their training experience in positive terms. 
Ashley did not feel that she was being trained during the sessions: “1 really felt that we were on 
our own instead of being able to get the help that we needed.” Taylor echoed those concerns 
about being left on one’s own:
The first time, the instructor went so fast, I couldn’t keep up. [The instructor would] be 
about three or four screens ahead of me, so 1 had to keep asking my neighbors how to get 
to that screen. After a while, it became so frustrating that I just quit trying it myself. 
Taylor’s second experience was not much better: “The second time, the exact same training, the 
computer I was using locked up on me, so the instructor was so far ahead of me that I didn’t 
bother to try to catch up.” At the time he was interviewed, Taylor said he remembered nothing 
of the training, other than the negative feelings he had about being left behind.
Jordan, echoing other participants, responded only after a long pause, and her response 
began with a significant question: “Okay, so am I supposed to be honest?” Jordan and other 
participants commented frequently that they did not want training that emphasized only the
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technical side of the software, when time might have been better spent on design and pedagogical 
issues.
Kelly, who also served as a technology consultant for faculty, found the training 
“frustrating,” and she felt the people leading the training left participants with unrealistic 
expectations of what the software could do:
They get people excited and give ‘em the impression that it’ll do everything. And then 
most people spend about a year realizing [that] it does some things ok, but...usually they 
try to convert their whole curriculum into that format, and there’s no format good for all 
your curriculum.
Riley’s experience with training was perhaps the most harrowing. He was part of a group 
that participated in two training sessions during the summer. Members of the group were 
expected to have their courses online six weeks later. He described the training experience as 
follows:
Two crash courses, you know, couple hours, and then put out on our own. Put out to 
pasture. And, uh, we were told that every month there was going to be ongoing training, 
and that didn’t happen. I don’t know what it was, if it was budget, or schedules, or what 
it was.
The failure of administrators to follow up on training, as Riley noted above, and the 
failure to offer training in online pedagogy surfaced frequently as sources of frustration for 
participants. When participants were asked to make suggestions for future training sessions, they 
were eager to share their ideas. Suggestions included reducing the class size, reducing the session 
time to allow more time in between to work on the software, offering more sessions at various 
levels of expertise, having a teacher who had successfully designed courses available as a 
consultant, and having more “help staff" who could assist people before they fell behind. One 
participant, Jordan, was inspired by her training experience to develop a training module that was 
built within the course platform itself, so faculty could learn the navigation methods and other
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features of the software as they learned how to create courses in the software. She contacted 
administrators at the distance education office about offering her training during a faculty 
orientation session, but that experience was also fraught with frustration, as the distance 
education office viewed itself as the sole provider of software training:
1 got the bright idea that, you know, if we’re gonna have people do this, they should get, 
uh, professional development credit for it. That was my big mistake, because I fell into 
the black hole. Once Distance got a hold of it [for approval of the professional 
development credit], they killed it, ‘cause they weren’t doing it.
Perhaps participants’ dissatisfaction with the training was inevitable, since they had not 
been consulted in four key areas: (1) about the decision to put courses online, (2) about what 
software would be used, (3) about what they wanted to learn about the software, and (4) about 
how that learning would take place.
Who Controls Quality Control? Developing and Monitoring Quality in Online Courses 
The final area of concern for faculty participants was how quality standards might be 
developed and monitored in online courses. Participants viewed their online courses as 
interactive syllabi, so they considered any attempt to regulate or inspect their online course as an 
attempt to interfere with their syllabi, a potential violation of their academic freedom. The way in 
which faculty learned to use the course platform contributed to their perceptions of online courses 
as an electronic version of their syllabi. As participants attended training sessions, they learned to 
work in the software platform by copying and pasting information from their existing course 
syllabi and handouts into their online courses. Faculty were told they could create courses 
directly in the software by using a programming language, but that was beyond the abilities of 
most of the participants in the study and was not the focus of the training that was offered.
Faculty members’ perception of their online course as a form of a syllabus was 
significant because a collective bargaining agreement gave faculty the exclusive right to their 
syllabus. The syllabus had to be distributed to students, but administrators were not entitled to a
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copy. As faculty began to consider how the college might develop and monitor quality standards 
for online courses, they also had to consider whether administrators had the legal right under the 
contract to inspect the syllabi that would now be available in online versions of courses.
There was widespread agreement amongst participants, however, that online courses 
represented a special category, particularly since they might be viewed far outside the confines of 
the physical campus, as the college attempted to market its distance programs to selected 
populations. With that in mind, discussions began to take place at the faculty level about how to 
monitor the quality of online offerings, to ensure that the courses represented the college in the 
best possible light.
While participants agreed that online courses should reflect well on the institution, they 
were divided over who should be responsible for ensuring the quality of those courses. Jordan felt 
there should be a form of internal control, from faculty, rather than from an outside group, such as 
an accrediting agency or an administrative group. Others, like Morgan, felt that the job of 
monitoring quality fell to the administrative branch of the college. All the participants noted that 
there were competing interests of academic freedom and the need for some uniformity. 
Participants believed students should not have to re-leam how to navigate each course, how to 
send in assignments, how to check their grades, or how to use the chat rooms, for example.
Participants understood the need to balance some level of uniformity with the need to 
maintain academic freedom. Shannon was an officer with the faculty union and understood the 
significance of faculty ownership of syllabi, yet she also saw a need for some level of 
consistency: “So that we don’t get people going off on their own direction that maybe isn’t 
following the direction that the college as a whole feels [it should] go, and that is part of the 
administration’s responsibility.”
Taylor believed putting someone in charge of monitoring quality was the final step in a 
process that began with the philosophical discussions he noted earlier, but he also believed the 
issue might be moot, since the online courses were already being offered to students:
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Since [administrators] already sold them, since they’ve already made the decisions to 
keep using and selling them, what exactly are they hoping to measure at this point? How 
do they know what “quality” is if this is the only way they have created the ones they 
have?
Taylor did not believe effective quality measurement tools would surface until there was faculty 
and student “buy in” for online courses. His comments echoed those of other participants who 
believed that the college needed to spend more time scrutinizing the rationale behind the existing 
online courses before proceeding to develop new ones.
After listening to faculty members describe their experiences, I concluded that the 
confusion and frustration they expressed had the potential to be a serious problem for the college, 
which had made a significant commitment to online learning. During the summer session, 2003, 
the college’s web site listed over forty online courses in a general education and health program 
areas. Indications were that this inventory would continue to grow, which meant someone would 
have to design those courses, willingly or unwillingly, and someone would have to teach them, 
again, willingly or unwillingly.
The Research Question
As a result of the observations I made about the initial study, I designed the current study 
based on the following research question: "How do faculty and administrators report their 
perceptions o f faculty members ’ experiences in designing and teaching online courses? ” I 
returned to the Centerville campus for participants, including administrators with oversight of 
online courses, and I asked faculty members who had participated in the initial study if they 
would be interested in continuing with the new study. As an added form of validation, I included 
faculty and administrators at nearby “State University.” (The method of selecting participants is 
described in more detail in Chapter II.) I began the study with the themes that had surfaced while 
interviewing the initial participants: ownership of online courses, the philosophy behind offering 
online courses, platform training and student advising, and the development and monitoring of
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quality standards for online courses. It was also important to give participants the opportunity to 
talk about other experiences with online design and teaching that were equally significant, in their 
estimation. As I entered into the second study, I made several assumptions, which are described 
in the next section.
Assumptions
For the purpose of this study, I made three assumptions. First, I assumed that the two 
institutions would not dismantle their online course offerings. Second, I assumed that the number 
of online course offerings would continue to increase. My final assumption was that more faculty 
would be involved in offering online courses, whether by personal inclination or administrative 
request.
Rationale for the Study
Colleges and universities cannot afford to ignore the potential of online education. In the 
most recent study released by the United States Department of Education’s National Center for 
Educational Statistics (2003), researchers analyzed data for the 2000-2001 academic year from 
over 1600 public and private two-year and four-year institutions. During that time, there were 
over three million enrollments in some form of distance education. When institutions were asked 
about their plans regarding distance education in the next three years, 88 percent said they 
planned to either begin or increase their asynchronous Internet courses as the primary method 
through which distance education would be delivered. The motivations for these institutions to 
develop online courses and programs included increasing student access and enrollment, 
improving the quality and quantity of their course offerings, and responding to the needs of local 
employers.
Educators such as Palloff and Pratt (2001) and Bates (2000) cited the need for faculty and 
administrators to understand what ownership meant in reference to online courses and the need 
for institutions to develop clear, enforceable intellectual property agreements if the institutions 
wanted to be successful in their online ventures. This would not be an easy task, for as Bates
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(2000), one of the founders of Britain’s Open University, noted, “Nowhere is there more 
confusion, misinformation, and paranoia than in discussions of intellectual property and copyright 
surrounding the development and use of digital materials” (p. 107).
Palloff and Pratt (2001) and Bates (2000) highlighted the importance of faculty training, 
as did participants in the initial study. Palloff and Pratt (2000) observed that institutions 
commonly assumed “that if online courses and programs are offered, teachers will know how to 
teach in that environment, and more importantly, students will know how to learn or engage with 
the material” (p. xv). Their own experience as teachers and educational consultants led them to 
conclude that this assumption was invalid. Faculty did not intuitively know how to teach online 
any more than students intuitively knew how to learn online (Palloff and Pratt, 2001). Bates 
(2000) was even more emphatic: “Faculty members need much more support and encouragement 
than has been provided to date for their use of technology for teaching and learning... .Training 
needs to be embedded in the course development process” (p. 3).
Researchers Mehlinger and Powers (2002) provided a list of obstacles institutions needed 
to overcome in order to use technology effectively. The first three obstacles on the list were a 
lack of vision, an absence of planning, and insufficient support for faculty experimentation in the 
online environment, obstacles that were also noted by participants in the pilot study. Rather than 
asking whether an institution should use technology to accomplish its mission, Bates and Poole 
(2003) proposed two fundamental questions for institutions to consider: “In what contexts and 
for what purposes is the technology appropriate for learning and teaching? What do we need to 
do to ensure that when we use technology for learning and teaching purposes we use it 
effectively?” (p. 5)
These questions and others raised by the participants in the initial study need to be 
weighed carefully by institutions whose strength has traditionally come from providing face-to- 
face instruction to students in traditional classrooms. If the experiences of faculty in the initial 
study are any indication, faculty who have volunteered or been asked to teach online are more
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likely to want to design and teach their own courses than “manage” a course designed by 
someone else. Thus, faculty are faced with the prospect of putting a course of their own together, 
in an environment that relies less on one’s bookshelf and colleagues, and more on one’s laptop 
and computer help center.
If the assumptions stated earlier about the future of online education at Midwest 
Community College and State University are correct, the two institutions will continue to offer 
more online courses to more students, which will necessitate more faculty participation. The 
environment in which faculty design and deliver online courses would be enhanced if faculty 
members’ concerns about online education were adequately addressed by their institutions. In 
order to address these concerns, administrators at these institutions will need to accurately assess 
what their faculty experience as they attempt to design and deliver online education.
While faculty and administrators may be conflicted about whether offering more online 
courses is the right path for them, there is one group that has already voted with its collective feet, 
in ever-increasing numbers: students. Those students have begun their own voyage of discovery. 
If they do not find what they are searching for at one institution, they may decide to look 
elsewhere.
Operational Definitions
Academic Freedom: the freedom of faculty members to teach the content of their discipline as 
they see fit and to express opinions about their discipline and about the world they inhabit without 
fear of retribution or termination (Cohen, 1998)
Administrator, a full-time college employee serving in an administrative capacity (personal 
definition)
Asynchronous', online communication that occurs when the persons involved do not have to be 
online at the same time, such as postings to bulletin boards (Palloff and Pratt, 2001)
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Axial Coding: the second stage of data analysis in a grounded theory study where the central 
phenomenon is identified and the researcher combines existing categories in a variety of ways to 
uncover connections between main and sub-categories (Cresswell, 1998)
Benchmarks: measurable standards that can be used to validate the quality of a course (Bates and 
Poole, 2003)
Central Phenomenon: the category in a grounded theory that emerges from open coding as the 
one most frequently referenced by participants (Strauss and Corbin, 1990)
Constructivism: the belief that knowledge is subjective and constructed by individuals from their 
own perceptions and from conventions that are agreed upon within a group (Bates and Poole, 
2003)
Faculty, a full-time instructor at a college or university (personal definition)
Faculty Development Professional: a full-time university employee who is responsible for 
providing opportunities for faculty members to augment their technological and/or pedagogical 
skills (personal definition)
Grounded Theory Study: a study in which a theory arises inductively out of data that has been 
collected and analyzed (Straus and Corbin, 1990)
Hybrid Course', a course designed to use more than one delivery mode, typically a mixture of 
traditional and asynchronous classroom, also referred to as a “blended” course (Bates and Poole, 
2003)
Online Course; a course that uses Internet technologies for communication and collaboration in 
the context of education (Palloff and Pratt, 2001)
Online Course Design: the development of multimedia materials either individually or as part of 
a group that will be used in an online course (Bates and Poole, 2003)
Online Pedagogy: the art and science of teaching in an online environment, also referred to as 
“electronic pedagogy” (Palloff and Pratt, 2001)
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On-campus Course: a course offered in a traditional classroom with meetings scheduled at a 
specific place and time, also referred to as “face-to-face” or “traditional” course (personal 
definition)
Open Coding: the first stage of data analysis in a grounded theory study, where the researcher 
identifies initial categories within the data and reviews categories for extremes that might exist on 
the continuum of any sub-category (Strauss and Corbin, 1990)
Platform: course development tools that may be provided by a commercial developer or created 
at an institution that can be used by instructors to create a course, to display course content, to 
post exams, to conduct synchronous or asynchronous discussions, to provide records of grades, 
and to send or receive course assignments (Bates and Poole, 2003)
Saturation: the point in a qualitative study where additional research yields no new information 
(Cresswell, 1998)
Selective Coding: the third stage of data analysis in a grounded theory study where the researcher 
creates a narrative to illustrate how the remaining categories are related to the central 
phenomenon (Cresswell, 1998)
Synchronous: online communication that occurs when the persons involved must be online at the 




Reasons for Choosing a Qualitative Approach 
The method selected to conduct any study should be appropriate for the research question 
being asked. The research question that informed this study was: "How do faculty and 
administrators report their perceptions o f faculty members' experiences in designing and 
teaching online courses? ” This question evolved from an earlier study, as described in Chapter I, 
and represented my desire to understand whether there were differences in the way faculty and 
administrators perceived the tasks of designing and teaching online courses. I believed that 
participants’ responses to that question might lead me to a theory about faculty members’ 
experiences in designing and teaching online courses. Thus, the study fell into the category of 
grounded theory study. A grounded theory study, as defined by Strauss and Corbin (1990) and 
others (Cresswell, 1998; Maxwell, 1996; Maykut and Morehouse, 1994) is a study in which a 
theory arises inductively out of data that has been collected and analyzed. There are two primary 
limitations in grounded theory studies.
The first limitation is one common to any research method: if the process used to gather 
and analyze data is flawed, the theory may also be flawed. The second limitation concerns the 
ability of the theory to be generalized. In a grounded theory study, the theory is not intended to 
be generalized beyond the population studied. To address the first limitation, I have used the 
constant comparative technique, as defined in the “Data Analysis” section, and I employed more 
than one measure of triangulation to verily the data, as described in the section on “Validity and 
Reliability.” To address the second limitation, I made no claim that the grounded theory
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developed in Chapter III was intended to be generalized beyond the group studied for this 
research.
Strauss, one of the originators of grounded theory research in the 1960s, described the 
“theory” behind grounded theory:
Its [grounded theory’s] procedures force the researcher to break through assumptions and 
to create new order out of the old. Creativity manifests itself in the ability of the 
researcher to aptly name categories, and also to let the mind wander and make the free 
associations that are necessary for generating stimulating questions, and for coming up 
with the comparisons that led to discovery. (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p. 27)
Other researchers have described grounded theory in a similar fashion, such as Cresswell 
(1998) who noted that grounded theory represented “an abstract analytical schema of a 
phenomenon, that relates to a particular situation. This situation is one in which individuals 
interact, take actions, or engage in a process in response to a phenomenon” (p. 56). Participants 
in a grounded theory study should be “multiple individuals who have responded to action or 
participated in a process about a central phenomenon” (Cresswell, 1998, p. 112). In this study, the 
individuals (faculty and administrators) interacted during the process of designing and delivering 
online education. The theory developed in this type of study is of a “substantive” nature, 
according to Cresswell, a theory at a low level of abstraction, which applies to a specific group of 
participants, rather than a theory that is intended to be applied to a larger population. Maxwell 
(1996) also described this type of study as one in which the theory was “inductively developed 
during a study” (p. 33).
An important feature of a grounded theory study is the care a researcher must take to 
bracket her experience with the phenomenon, in order to be aware of preconceptions that might 
influence the development of a theory (Cresswell, 1998; Kvale, 1996; Maxwell, 1996; Maykut 
and Morehouse, 1994; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). As noted in Chapter I, my experience with 
online education was limited to teaching one course designed by another faculty member for one
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semester and several experiences as a student in graduate classes where instructors used 
Blackboard® to conduct class discussion and post grades. I was curious about what might be 
involved in designing and teaching online courses, but I had limited personal experience.
I chose a qualitative approach to satisfy my curiosity about online education because, in a 
broader sense, I believed a qualitative study was indicated. As Cresswell (1998) observed, a 
qualitative study was appropriate when the nature of the research question was related to the 
“how” or “what” about a phenomenon rather than the “why” of quantitative research. Grounded 
theory studies have been most commonly used in social science fields, nursing, and education 
according to Cresswell (1998), and Strauss and Corbin (1990) noted that educational studies were 
particularly well suited to grounded theory research. Maxwell (1996) observed that in the field of 
qualitative research, “both existing theory and grounded theory are legitimate and valuable” (p. 
33).
In reference to the initial study that was the genesis for this study, Maxwell (1996) 
attested to the value of conducting pilot studies as a part of qualitative research, noting: “Pilot 
studies serve the same function as prior research, but they can be focused more precisely on your 
own concerns and theories” (p. 44). It was through my pilot study that I realized the need to 
understand the perceptions of administrators.
Areas of Interest Guiding This Study
As outlined in the first chapter, four themes surfaced in the first study that faculty 
members felt were considerable sources of frustration and confusion as they attempted to design 
and deliver online courses, related to ownership, philosophy, training and advising, and quality 
control. These areas guided initial questions for participants but did not limit the new study. The 
inclusion of eleven new participants and a second institution allowed me to begin with some of 
the same open-ended questions I had asked of the pilot study participants, but in a number of 
cases, I did not receive the same answers. Thus, I was able to explore other areas that emerged as 
significant in subsequent interviews with participants, which will be discussed in Chapter III.
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This refocusing is common in qualitative research, which has been described by various 
scholars as “emergent” in nature (Cresswell, 1998; Maxwell, 1996; Maykut and Morehouse, 
1994). Emerging areas of interest in this study included how participants perceived the roles of 
teachers and teaching, how they viewed the roles of administrators in the design and delivery of 
online courses, and what participants thought about the future of online education at their 
institutions.
Description of Setting
Two higher education institutions were selected for the study. This was done for two 
reasons. First, choosing participants from two institutions would allow for a wider variety of 
participants. Maykut and Morehouse (1994) noted that a chief factor in selecting participants was 
to “expand the variability of the sample” (p. 45). A second reason for choosing two institutions 
was to increase the validity and reliability of the data gathered, as it would be compared across 
participants and across institutions. The first institution was a community college in the Midwest 
that had served as the setting for the pilot study, the “Centerville” campus of “Midwest 
Community College.” The Centerville campus served approximately 1500 students pursuing 
health, business, technical, trades, and service careers. Centerville had been in existence for more 
than 25 years and had undergone several mergers and transitions. The second institution was a 
university in the Midwest, “State University,” with an enrollment of over 10,000 students, 
offering graduate and undergraduate education in the arts and sciences, in specialized scientific 
areas, and in several professional fields. State University had been in existence for more than 100 
years and remained a vital institution in the region.
Selection of Participants
After receiving permission from the institutional review board to conduct the study, I sent 
an e-mail message to members of my doctoral committee, asking them to review the description 
of the project and the consent form. I then asked members of the committee to suggest possible 
faculty and administrative participants at State University. After receiving a list of participants
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from committee members, I composed a letter inviting those individuals to participate. The 
letters were sent to the potential State University participants, along with a copy of the consent 
form that described the project and the time commitment. In addition, I sent e-mail messages to 
Centerville senior administrators who had responsibilities related to the design and delivery of 
online education and invited them to participate.
I contacted faculty members who were part of the original study at the Centerville 
campus by e-mail or in person to see if they wished to continue in the second study. Since the 
initial study revealed faculty members did not believe administrators had an accurate view of 
what happened when a faculty member designed and delivered online courses, I deemed it 
necessary to give faculty members a chance to respond to the perceptions voiced by 
administrators and to share any of their own perceptions that now seemed relevant.
Finally, two other people were invited to be a part of the study. These were faculty 
development professionals at State University who had been mentioned by a number of faculty 
and administrative participants during initial interviews as people I should contact. Both of these 
individuals had responsibilities related to pedagogy and technology training, issues that quickly 
emerged as significant.
Protecting Confidentiality
In order to protect the confidentiality of participants, I maintained a password-protected 
word-processing file that included the dates participants were interviewed. Participants were 
referred to by the pseudonym and gender they had been assigned. A list of gender-neutral names 
was compiled for participants. As each participant was interviewed for the first time, he or she 
was given the next name on the list, and gender was determined by a coin flip. Participants were 
not informed of their pseudonym or gender, although 1 maintained a master list of names, 
pseudonyms, and genders assigned separately from the signed consent forms. Interview tapes 
were labeled with the participant’s pseudonym and date and stored in a secure location.
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Data Gathering Methods
Interviewing was selected as the primary data-gathering method because it was the 
method best suited to grounded theory (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). The three- 
interview format suggested by Seidman (1998) was used, with the initial interview used to gather 
background information and subsequent interviews used to further explore issues raised in earlier 
interviews. Seidman (1998) noted that three interviews per participant generally allowed a 
researcher to reach saturation, although additional interviews might be used to clarify points with 
some participants: “As long as a structure is maintained that allows participants to reconstruct and 
reflect upon their experience...alterations to the three-interview structure and the duration and 
spacing of interviews can certainly be explored” (p. 15).
The majority of participants in this study were interviewed on three occasions, although 
two faculty participants and one administrative participant were interviewed more than three 
times to allow for clarification of points they had raised in earlier interviews. The faculty 
development professionals who were invited to participate were interviewed only once, with the 
interviews focusing on their areas of expertise.
In addition to interviews, faculty participants were also asked to keep a discussion log 
related to their online design and teaching activities that would be discussed in interviews. This 
method of participation was altered as the study progressed, however. When faculty members 
were asked about the logs during the second set of interviews, several of them apologized for not 
keeping the logs up to date, due to the pressures of time. After hearing this for the third or fourth 
time, I decided to eliminate the log requirement and instead ask participants to simply note on a 
calendar or another convenient location any issues that they saw arising out of their online 
classroom experience that they wanted to elaborate on in subsequent interviews. This alteration 
of the data gathering method was consistent with the emergent nature of qualitative research, as 
Maxell (1996) noted: “Emergent insights may require new sampling plans, different kinds of 
data, and different analytic strategies” (p. 65).
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Interview Format
During the initial interview, administrators and faculty members were asked to describe 
their personal background and how they became involved in higher education as a faculty 
member or an administrator. Later in the interview, participants were asked about their 
understanding of ownership of online courses and about how their institution came to be involved 
in online education, both of which emerged as significant in the pilot study. The “generic” list of 
questions I prepared for the first interview with administrators appears in Table 1, and for faculty 
members in Table 2. Table 3 contains the questions that were actually posed to an administrator 
in the first interview, and Table 4 presents the same information for a faculty participant. Tables 
3 and 4 also include an analysis of why I did not ask participants to respond to some questions on 
the original list.
Following the initial interviews, participants were asked in subsequent interviews about 
their experiences in other areas that surfaced in the pilot study as well as issues that surfaced in 
the present study. I offered to make transcripts of the interviews for participants, but no one 
requested them. Participants were given paraphrases of their interviews, however, to review for 
accuracy (see the section on “Validity and Reliability” for a more detailed discussion of the 
paraphrases).
Table 1
Initial Questions for Administrative Participants
1. Could you tell me about your background—where you grew up, family, school?
2. How did you become interested in administration as a career?
3. What led you to this institution?
4. Could you describe your early experiences with computers?
5. How would you describe your ability to use your computer now?
6. What experience have you had taking an online course? What about teaching one?
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Table 1 cont.
7. Have you looked at anyone’s online course at this institution? Comments?
8. As an administrator, what have you heard from faculty or students about online 
education?
9. What have you heard from other administrators? What sorts of discussions are taking 
place amongst administrators about online education?
10. What do you think ownership means when it comes to online courses?
11. Why do you think the college originally got involved with online?
12. Why is the college continuing its online involvement?
13. How do the online courses offered fit with the institution’s mission?
14. What kind of help is available for faculty who want to learn how to design and teach 
online?
15. What do you think about online education?
16. What interests you about online education?
17. What haven’t I asked you about online education that you want to make sure 1 
understand?
Table 2
Initial Questions for Faculty Participants 123456
1. Could you tell me about your background—your family and where you grew up?
2. How did you end up becoming a teacher?
3. Can you describe the path that led you to this institution?
4. Could you describe your early experiences with computers?
5. How would you describe your computer skills now?
6. Have you ever taken an online course? Describe that experience.
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7. Have you ever taught an online course? Describe what it was like designing and teaching 
the course for the first time.
8. How do the institution’s courses fit with its mission in your estimation?
9. Why do you think this institution offers courses online?
10. Have you ever been asked to participate in a campus-wide discussion about online 
courses? Describe that experience.
11. What kind of help is available for faculty who want to design and teach online courses?
12. How do faculty teaching online get together to share ideas and discuss concerns?
13. What do you think ownership means when it comes to online courses?
14. If you design an online course, who owns it?
15. If you design an online course, who would be able to teach that course?
16. What would you do if you were asked to teach an online course designed by someone 
else?
17. Have you ever been part of a group that designed an online course? Describe that 
experience. Who owned the course?
18. What haven’t I asked you about your experiences with online education that you want to 
make sure I understand?
Table 2 c o n t . ___________________________________________________________________
Table 3
Question Outline for Initial Interview with Robin (administrative participant)3
I. Could you tell me a little bit about your background in terms of your family, where 
you grew up, where you went to school?
II. What led you to this institution?
III. Could you tell me about your early experiences with computers?
IV. How would you describe your computer skills now?
A. How do you use the Internet now?
* Each Roman numeral represents a question from the original list. The next level (A, B, C) represents questions asked to further 
explore either the participant’s responses to that question or to explore a related issue raised by another participant.
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Table 3 cont.
V. What experience have you had taking online courses?
VI. What experience have you had designing or teaching online courses?
A. So was this development of standards and incentives for online courses something 
you did at your previous institution before any courses were already online?
B. Some people have described the kinds of courses like you were talking about as 
online correspondence courses. Is that a way that you would see those courses?
C. How did it come about that this group got together to discuss these issues related 
to online education?
D. Where was the push coming from to talk about these issues?
E. How was that group put together and who served on it?
F. What were some of the benchmarks that the group discussed?
G. How well did these benchmarks work?
H. Were they able to be put into practice and evaluated?
I. Do you have a preference for whether online courses should be considered as a 
part of a faculty member’s load?
VII. What do you know of any strategic plan in place at the institutional or statewide level
to deal with how online education would be developed?
A. With your experience working to develop some guidelines for program 
directors and faculty, how would you like to see the college offer its online 
programs?
B. What do you think of a regional approach?
C. So you would prefer to see a regional distance office that offered some support, 
but have decisions about content and course offerings being made locally?
VIII. How do you think online courses fit with the college’s mission?
A. What would you think of marketing the online health program in other areas?
IX. Have you ever been asked to be part of some campus-wide discussion about online
education?
A. How did that work?
X. What does ownership mean to you when it comes to ownership of an online course?
XI. As we’ve been talking, what haven’t I asked you about that you’d like to make sure 1
understand about your experiences with online education?
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Table 3 cont.
Analysis o f Robin’s Question Outline: In reference to the prepared list of questions I brought to 
the first interview, I asked this participant eleven of the original seventeen questions. Of the 
remaining six questions, three were not asked (Questions 11, 12, and 14), and three were 
answered as participant as part of a response to another question (Questions 2, 8, and 9).
Questions That Were Not Asked: I did not ask Robin Question 11 (how the institution became 
involved in online learning) and 12 (why the institution continued to be involved in online 
education) because Robin had been employed at the institution less than a year and had no first­
hand knowledge of the history of online education at the college. I also did not ask Question 14 
(types of support available for faculty) because I would not have had time to follow up on 
Robin’s response during that interview. I did ask that question in a subsequent interview.
Questions Answered In Earlier Responses: Question 2 (what led Robin into administration) was 
answered as part of a response to the Question 1 (personal background). Question 8 (discussions 
with faculty and students) and Question 9 (discussions with other administrators) were answered 
in Robin’s response to Question 7 (Robin’s experience looking at online courses at various 
institutions).
Table 4
Question Outline for Initial Interview with Gale (faculty participant)1
I. Could you tell me a little bit about your background, your family and where you grew up?
II. Could you describe the path that led you to being a teacher?
A. How did you make the transition from K-12 to Higher Education?
III. Could you tell me about your early experiences using computers?
IV. How would you describe your computer skills and your comfort level with computers 
now?
V. Have you ever taken a class online?
VI. Could you tell me about what it was like designing and teaching for the first time using 
course software?
A. How did your training prepared you for what you encountered when you started to 
design your course?
B. Were you offered advanced training in the course software?
C. Were you part of any discussions about how this institution viewed online learning 
that might have assisted you in designing online courses? 8*
8 Each Roman numeral represents a question from the original list. The next level (A, B, C) represents questions asked to further
explore either the participant's responses to that question or to explore a related issue raised by another participant.
28
Table 4 cont.
VII. What is your sense of how online learning fits in with the mission of the university?
A. In your college, how do you feel online learning is valued?
B. How is your concern about developing online learning as a way to help the college 
remain viable being discussed at faculty meetings or at meetings with administrators?
VIII. Could you describe your experiences with the support staff and services that are 
available for faculty designing and teaching online?
A. Have you ever looked at courses designed by other faculty members?
B. What would you be interested in looking at if you did look at someone else’s course?
C. Is the sharing of information about online design done more informally from faculty to 
faculty in casual conversation, or are there any formal mechanisms to get faculty who 
are teaching online together to discuss issues?
IX. When a faculty member thinks about ownership related to an online course, what does
that person have in mind as a definition, in your opinion?
X. How would you view ownership of the online course that-you developed, say if you 
were not going to be teaching the course and the dean would like someone else to teach 
your course online?
A. What if someone used your online course and repackaged it to offer to another 
university?
B. Were you asked to sign any kind of intellectual property agreement when you put 
your course online?
XI. If you were asked to teach someone else’s online course and told that you could not 
make changes to the course, what would you think about that?
A. So you see intellectual property agreements that unbundle rights as a way to go in the 
future?
B. How do you feel about faculty members’ online design work being considered work 
for hire?
XII. Is there anything that I haven’t asked you about today that you would like to make sure 1 
understand about online design and delivery?
Analysis o f Gale's Question Outline: I had prepared eighteen questions to ask Gale in the first 
interview. Of those questions, twelve were asked during the interview, two were not asked 
(Questions 12 and 17 from the original list), and four (Questions 3, 9, 10, and 13) were answered 
as part of a response to another question.
Questions That Were Not Asked: Question 12 (how faculty teaching online met to discuss issues) 
from the original list was not asked because as part of Gale’s answer to Question 8 (how online 
courses fit with the university’s mission) she indicated there was very little discussion at any level
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Table 4 cont.
about online education. Question 17, referring to Gale’s experiences designing online courses as 
part of a team, was not asked due to a lack of time, although the question was asked in a 
subsequent interview.
Questions Answered In Earlier Responses: Question 3 (what led Gale to the institution) was 
answered as part of a response to Question 2 (how Gale became a teacher). Question 9 (why the 
institution offered online courses), Question 10 (evidence of campus-wide discussion) and 
Question 12 (evidence of faculty discussion) emerged as part of Gale’s response to Question 8 
(how online courses fit with the mission of the institution) Question 14 (who owned an online 
course Gale designed) was discussed as part of Gale’s response to Question 13 (how Gale defined 
ownership).
Data Analysis: Defining the Constant Comparative Method 
The constant comparative method of data analysis originated as part of the development 
of grounded theory research in the 1960s by Glaser and Strauss (as reported in Strauss and 
Corbin, 1990) and was suggested as an effective method of analyzing data for a grounded theory 
study by Strauss and Corbin (1990) and others (Cresswell, 1998; Maykut and Morehouse, 1994). 
As new data is gathered from participants in a study, the data is analyzed and compared to 
existing data (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). Maxwell (1996) noted the importance 
of the ongoing nature of data analysis: “The experienced qualitative researcher begins data 
analysis immediately after finishing the first interview or observation and continues to analyze 
the data as long as he or she is working on the research” (p. 77). Maykut and Morehouse (1994) 
concurred with the need to begin data analysis at an early stage of the research; “Analysis begins 
when one has accumulated a subset of the data, providing an opportunity for the salient aspects of 
the phenomenon under study to emerge” (p. 46). The application of the constant comparative 
method to the data gathered in this study is described in “Data Analysis: Applying the Constant 
Comparative Method.”
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Data gathered in a grounded theory study is analyzed using a systematic process of three 
to four stages, depending on the nature of the study (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). 
During each stage, the researcher continues to relate new data to existing data in a recursive 
process. The first stage is “open coding,” where the researcher identifies initial categories within 
the data. Each category is reviewed for its sub-categories and for extremes that might exist on the 
continuum of any sub-category (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). Strauss and Corbin (1990) referred to 
this stage as “the process of breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing, and 
categorizing data” (p. 61). The “breaking down” of data allows categories to be more readily 
identified according to Strauss and Corbin (1990) and Cresswell (1998).
During the second stage, “axial coding,” the researcher identifies one category as the 
central phenomenon (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). This central phenomenon is 
generally the category that emerges from the open coding as the one most often discussed by 
participants. The researcher then attempts to discover what actions (“strategies”) the participants 
took in response to this phenomenon (Cresswell, 1998). The context that may have influenced 
these actions must be examined, and finally, the researcher must examine the consequences 
resulting from the actions taken. During the process of axial coding, the existing categories from 
the open coding process are put back together in new ways by identifying connections between 
main and subcategories (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990).
In the third stage of data analysis for grounded theory, “selective coding,” the researcher 
creates a narrative to illustrate how the remaining categories are related to the central 
phenomenon (Cresswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). The narrative for this study is 
presented in Chapter III. The fourth and final phase is the development of a visual representation 
of the analysis, or “conditional matrix.” Within the matrix, the researcher expands on social, 
historical, and other conditions that could be said to influence the central phenomenon. Cresswell 
(1998) observed that this last phase was not common in grounded theory studies: “Seldom have I 
found this broad level of analysis in grounded theory study” (p. 151). In addition, Strauss and
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Corbin (1990) noted that it would be unusual for a researcher to devise a conditional matrix for an 
initial grounded theory study. A conditional matrix was not designed for this study.
Data Analysis: Applying the Constant Comparative Method 
In this section, I have described how I applied the constant comparative method to the 
data gathered in this study. Further details about the results of the data analysis are presented in 
Chapter III. In this section, readers will find a description of the process used to review the tapes 
of interviews, transcribe the interviews, perform open and axial coding, identify the central 
phenomenon, and prepare the data for selective coding.
Reviewing the Taped Interviews
After the conclusion of each interview, I reviewed the tape on the same day in order to 
verify that the interview had been recorded properly and to gather an initial sense of what the 
participant had said. Within a week of the interview, I reviewed the tapes again, to determine 
what follow up questions I would ask the participant. I recorded those questions in a word­
processing file for each participant. After conducting the first nine interviews, I had accumulated 
enough of a “data subset” as described by Maykut and Morehouse (1994) to begin using the 
constant comparative method. I listened to the tapes a third time and began transcribing the 
participants’ experiences, bracketing my observations about possible themes and codes as I did 
so, as suggested by Cresswell (1998), and others (Kvale, 1996; Maxwell, 1996; Strauss and 
Corbin, 1990).
Transcribing Participants ‘ Experiences: Choosing Verbatim or Paraphrase 
I chose to transcribe the interviews using a paraphrase format rather than creating 
verbatim transcripts. As I listened to the tapes, 1 created a master document for these paraphrases 
and bracketed comments. 1 was guided in my selection of paraphrasing over verbatim 
transcription by the work of Kvale (1996) and Strauss and Corbin (1990).
Kvale (1996) noted a number of problems with verbatim transcripts. During the interview 
itself, Kvale encouraged researchers to be active listeners, and afterwards, he urged researchers to
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resist the temptation to treat the transcripts as the data. It would be more accurate, Kvale said, to 
regard the transcripts as “artificial constructions from an oral to a written mode of 
communication” (p. 162/ Strauss and Corbin (1990) also referred to the value of the researcher 
listening to the participants tell their stories: “Regardless of whether you transcribe all or part of 
your tapes, it is still important to listen to the tapes. Listening as well as transcribing is essential 
for full and varied analysis” (p. 31). Rather than being concerned about whether an objectively 
accurate transcript could be created, Kvale (1996) said the researcher should be asking a question: 
“What is a useful transcript for my research purposes?” (p. 166). Strauss and Corbin (1990) 
concurred, noting “the general rule of thumb here is to transcribe only as much as is needed” (p. 
30). Kvale offered the following advice to researchers on the subject of transcripts:
If they [the transcripts] are to give some general impressions of the subjects’ views, 
rephrasing and condensing of statements may be in order. Also, if the analysis is to be in 
a form that categorizes or condenses the general meaning of what is said, a certain 
amount of editing of the transcription may be desirable, (pp. 170-171)
Operating from this frame of reference, I paraphrased the interviews, which allowed me 
to focus on the similarities and differences emerging from participants. Using this method, I was 
able to listen to the tapes more often and hear participants tell their stories in their own voices. 
Kvale (1996) noted the importance of listening to the interviews as he cautioned researchers: “Do 
not conceive of the interviews as transcripts. The interviews are living conversations. Beware of 
transcripts” (p. 182). I echo Kvale’s concern that “[t]he originally lived face-to-face 
conversations disappear in endless transcripts, only to reappear butchered into fragmented 
quotes” (p. 182).
It should be noted that the participants’ responses were paraphrased, not summarized, a 
distinct difference. 1 chose to paraphrase participants’ responses rather than summarize them, 
because I did not want to make decisions at the initial stages of research about what might be
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significant. After paraphrasing the forty interviews conducted for this study, the master 
document was 188 pages long, single-spaced, with 101,223 words.
Open Coding with the Constant Comparative Method
After participants had the opportunity to review and amend their paraphrases (described 
in more detail in the section entitled “Validity and Reliability”), I subdivided the master 
document by participant and entered it into Ethnograph™ (Qualis Research, 1998) for qualitative 
data analysis. Kvale (1996) noted that using computer software to code transcripts was an 
effective way for the researcher to avoid the “drudgery of analysis and thereby enable 
concentration on meaningful and creative interpretations of what was said in the interviews” (p. 
174). Strauss and Corbin (1990) agreed that computer software was an acceptable method to use 
in analyzing data, with the caveat that the researcher needed to devise adequate and accurate 
codes, which could then be sorted by the software.
I began open coding by reviewing the paraphrases entered into Ethnograph™ in random 
order. As I read each participant’s paraphrases, I used the coding feature of the software to attach 
codes to various sections of the paraphrases. Some of these codes were ones I had noted earlier 
in the paraphrased transcripts as possibly being of significance, such as codes related to 
ownership and quality. Additional codes emerged as I began to see other patterns in the compiled 
paraphrases that I had overlooked in my earlier focus on individual paraphrases for each 
participant. These codes included expectations that faculty members would be willing to give 
away or share material they created for their online courses and opinions on the efficacy of 
creating one’s own online course versus remodeling someone else’s. The codes that emerged 
during this process appear in Table 5.
Table 5
Open Coding_____________________________________________________________________
Academic Affairs/Continuing Education—where should distance be located 
ADA—related to course accessibility
34
Table 5 cont.
Administrative Governance— areas of administrative responsibility for online education 
Administrative Role—administrators’ role in online education 
Best Courses—desire to offer best online courses 
Blur— lines blurring between online and on-campus
Build or Remodel—change someone’s course to teach it or design your own 
Business Model—using a business model approach to education 
Cash Cow—online seen as profitable
Centralized/Decentralized—centralized or decentralized services 
Compensate—methods of compensation for online design and delivery 
Compete—be online to compete with other institutions 
Credits—determining credit value in online courses 
Design/Delivery—approaches to design and delivery of online courses 
Design Factors—factors influencing design
Dynamic/Static—courses that are modified or remain intact over the semester
E-Pedagogy—elements needed to teach effectively online
Expand—online seen as natural expansion
Faculty Evaluation—faculty evaluation procedures
Faculty Motive—faculty motive for teaching online
Faculty Role— faculty role in online education
Faculty Team—faculty role on design team
Future Concerns—concerns for the future of online at the institution 
Give/Share—faculty giving and sharing material for online courses 
Grow Enrollment—online seen as a way to increase enrollment 
Higher—does online measure up to on-campus course 
Hybrid/Whole—hybrid or wholly online course
Intellectual Property/Copyright—understanding of intellectual property and copyright 
Load—issues related to workload
Mode Notification—responsibility to notify institution/students if course is online/hybrid
Nurture—methods of encouraging faculty to design and teach online courses
Online Future—view of the future of online at institution
Online Past—view of how online functioned in past at institution
Online Plus—benefits from online design and teaching experiences
Open/Semester—open entry course or semester-based course
Onsite Student—onsite students in online classes
Ownership—ownership issues in general
Plan/Consult—planning and consulting with faculty before offering online courses 
Quality—quality in general
Quality Indicators—quality indicators of an effective online course
Quality Monitoring—monitoring quality
Quality Responsibility—who is responsible for quality
Quality Used—how will information about quality be used
Resources— online experience provides new resources for on-campus class
Sequence—online experience alters sequencing of material for on-campus class
Skill Set—skills needed to teach online and on-campus
Support—support in general
Support Faculty—support from fellow faculty
Support Administrative-support from administrators
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Table 5 cont.
Teacher Talk-—teachers talking to teachers about online experiences
Team~the concept of working as part of a team to design online courses
Technical Role— faculty role in responding to technical questions from students
Tenure— considering online design, delivery, and sharing of online expertise as scholarship
Time—time needed to design and teach online
Train—training in general
Train Type—type of training offered
Train Mode— method in which training was offered
Write—writing skills affected by online experience
Axial Coding with the Constant Comparative Method
After open coding, I began to look at the data for the “central phenomenon” as described 
by Cresswell (1998) and Strauss and Corbin (1990). This was the lengthiest part of the data 
analysis. As a part of this analysis, 1 rearranged the codes into various possible themes, creating a 
series of ten data analyses. The first three analyses were done on paper, while the remaining 
seven were done in a word processor. The initial analysis on paper consisted of a list of all the 
codes that emerged from the open coding process. I began to group the codes using a lettering 
format. All the codes that appeared to be related to ownership were identified with the letter “A,” 
for example. After reorganizing and sorting the codes into groups several times, I felt I had a 
sense of the themes that might be present in the data.
The first data analysis created with a word processor contained three themes, five sub­
themes, and support for the sub-themes. This analysis appears in Appendix B. The first theme 
was that the experiences of administrators and faculty related to the design and delivery of online 
courses had affected the way both groups viewed the role of faculty members in an online course. 
Three sub-themes appeared to be related to the main theme. First, there were a number of factors 
influencing faculty members’ perceptions about their roles related to designing and teaching 
online, including perceptions of faculty members’ motives for teaching online and perceptions of 
who was responsible for developing and monitoring online quality standards for courses. A
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second sub-theme was that faculty members were being prompted on their own and by their 
administrators to reconsider their role in an online course, as institutions considered the merits of 
a team-approach to online course design and the expectations of faculty as technical consultants 
for students enrolled in their online courses. Finally, a third sub-theme emerged as faculty 
members and administrators reported that faculty experiences teaching online had begun to have 
positive effects on their on-campus courses.
The second theme concerned the uncertainty of participants about the role of 
administrators in the design and delivery of online courses. The first sub-theme that emerged 
concerned how administrators and faculty viewed ownership of online courses and their own 
institution’s intellectual property agreement. The second sub-theme was related to the level of 
oversight administrators had with regard to online courses, whether they were required to approve 
delivery modes for instructors and how much authority they had to centralize or decentralize 
information technology services and support.
The final theme that emerged in the first analysis was the view participants had of the 
future of online education at their institution. This view of the future appeared to be linked with 
participants’ understanding of how the institution initially became involved in online learning and 
how the online courses and programs offered fit with the institution’s mission. In the first 
analysis, I was not able to develop this theme any further, but I had a sense that it would be 
significant, so I left it as a separate theme.
As I reflected on the themes and sub-themes, those that were related to faculty roles and 
the future of online education began to expand considerably. During this process, 1 continued to 
listen to the taped interviews and refer to the paraphrases, and I noticed the number of times 
participants referenced quality standards in online courses and concerns about the compensation, 
training, and support faculty received while designing and teaching online courses. As 1 listened 
to the comments participants offered about the history of online education at their institutions, 1
37
began to notice a distinct disconnect between the views of faculty and those of administrators, 
which is explored in Chapter III.
This process of viewing and re-viewing potential themes and codes continued for several 
weeks, resulting in ten data analyses, as noted earlier. The final analysis, which can be found in 
Appendix C, contained five themes that had emerged from the data. Prompted by the earlier 
suggestion of Strauss and Corbin (1990) to have “aptly named” categories, I offer the following 
themes:
(1) “Yours, Mine, and Ours: Whose Course Is It?”
(2) “Who Controls Quality Control?”
(3) “Why Would Anyone Do This?”
(4) “Where Can 1 Turn for Help?”
(5) “The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy”
The first four themes reflected ones that had originally emerged in the pilot study. The 
current study served to deepen and broaden my understanding of how these themes affected 
participants’ perceptions of their experiences. The last theme, “The Yin and Yang of Online 
Pedagogy,” did not emerge in the initial study. This theme was related to participants’ 
recognition of the needs and benefits of online pedagogy. The impact of all these themes will be 
discussed in the narrative found in Chapter III.
Identifying the Central Phenomenon
As I analyzed the themes for a central phenomenon that might connect them, I was able 
to formulate a grounded theory about participants’ experiences: “The concern, frustration, and 
confusion participants experienced within the five themes could be traced, in part, to the absence 
o f a shared vision about the purpose and process o f online education. ” An illustration of the 
central phenomenon is shown in Figure 1. The identification of the central phenomenon led me 
to the final stage of this study, selective coding.
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Figure 1. Illustration of the Central Phenomenon. Without a shared institutional vision to serve as 
a reference, faculty members remained confused and frustrated about their roles and expectations 
as they designed and taught online courses. While faculty members attempted to integrate their 
understanding of the five themes (represented by the broken lines), administrators looked on from 
the sidelines, seeking ways to support faculty efforts.
Selective Coding with the Constant Comparative Method 
In selective coding, as noted earlier in the description of the constant comparative 
method, the researcher uses a narrative format to illustrate the connection between the themes 
developed in axial coding and the central phenomenon. The narrative for this study appears in 
Chapter III. The narrative incorporates paraphrases from the interviews and verbatim quotes I 
transcribed as I listened to the tapes just prior to beginning selective coding. In addition to the 
paraphrases and quotes, I have also included references to relevant literature that applied to the 
themes being discussed.
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Validity and Reliability (Triangulation)
Validity of the data was tested using two measures. One test was a member-check for all 
the interviews conducted. Each participant was given a copy of the paraphrases of his or her 
interviews. A copy of the memo that accompanied the paraphrases appears in Appendix D. Prior 
to giving each participant a copy, I removed her or his pseudonym and replaced it with 
“XXX” so the participant would not know what pseudonym she or he had been assigned.
Pronoun references that might identify which gender had been assigned to the participant were 
also removed, as well as any comments or observations I had made in the paraphrased document. 
These comments and observations were removed so participants would not be distracted by them. 
Participants were asked to respond in person, by phone, by letter, or by e-mail about whether I 
had made significant omissions or mistakes, or if there were portions of the paraphrase they 
would like to have removed. I asked participants to return their “edited” paraphrases by a 
specific date, in a postage paid envelope that I provided.
I received e-mail or postal responses from twelve of the fourteen participants, containing 
brief corrections and clarifications, and the other two participants communicated with me in 
person that they did not have any changes to make to their paraphrases. I made the changes 
noted by participants in the paraphrases before entering them into the data analysis software.
A second measure of validity can be found in the data analysis method. Cresswell (1998) 
and Strauss and Corbin (1990) noted that one measure of validity was documentation that the 
researcher followed the accepted methods of grounded theory data analysis, using open coding to 
determine initial categories, followed by axial coding to describe relationships between 
categories, culminating in selective coding. I have described the process I used for open, axial, 
and selective coding in the previous section, entitled “Data Analysis: Applying the Constant 
Comparative Method.”
For reliability, I used three measures. First, I conducted forty interviews with fourteen 
participants until I reached saturation. This is larger than the twenty to thirty interviews Cresswell
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(1998) noted was typical in grounded theory studies. Second, I chose participants from more than 
one institution. Third, I used survey responses or my dissertation committee’s recommendations 
to identify potential participants, rather than choosing participants myself. These measures of 
reliability and validity were designed to provide viable data for the grounded theory that is 
discussed in Chapter III.
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CHAPTER III
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction to Discussion
In this chapter, readers will be introduced to the participants and the method used to 
incorporate existing literature in the study. After the introductions, readers will learn how 
participants perceived the history of online education at their institution, a history that illustrates 
the lack of a shared vision. Following the history is the narrative that examines the ways in 
which the lack of a shared vision hampered the efforts of faculty and administrators within the 
five themes outlined in Chapter II:
(1) “Yours, Mine, and Ours: Whose Course Is It?”
(2) “Who Controls Quality Control?”
(3) “Why Would Anyone Do This?”
(4) “Where Can I Turn for Help?”
(5) “The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy”
Finally, at the end of this chapter, readers will find a summary of the areas in which participants 
appeared to have reached consensus within the five thematic areas and other areas where 
consensus building is still necessary.
Introduction to the Participants
The faculty members who participated in the study had taught at least one course in a 
fully online or hybrid mode of delivery or were currently designing a course that would be 
offered using a fully online or hybrid mode of delivery. Administrators who participated had 
some direct oversight of online education at their institution, in the form of day-to-day operations, 
policy-making, or funding. Faculty participants came from the arts and sciences, while
42
administrators representing positions at the program director, dean, and provost levels. As noted 
in Chapter II, two additional participants from State University were included at the suggestion of 
other participants. The two additional participants provided faculty development and support 
opportunities for instructors involved in online course design and teaching.
Although gender did not emerge as an issue in this study, there was gender balance 
amongst the participants, with seven men and seven women agreeing to participate. The 
following names were assigned to faculty participants: Chris, Francis, Gale, Kelly, Jordan, and 
Taylor. Of those participants, Kelly, Jordan, and Taylor were also participants in the pilot study. 
Participants at the administrative level were Casey, Clair, Dana, Leslie, Marty, and Robin. The 
remaining participants, Cody and Jamie were involved with faculty development and support.
For ease of reference, participants’ pseudonyms have been formatted throughout the chapter to 
reflect their status. Faculty are referenced in regular font, administrators in italics, and the 
remaining two participants are in bold font.
Introduction to the Method of Literature Review
The literature reviewed for this study is presented in two ways, first in a summary table 
and then as an integrated part of the narrative. The literature that has been integrated into the 
narrative represents seminal or representative literature from the summary table. Each table is 
divided into five columns: Source, Type,-Code, Confirm, and Note. “Source” refers to the 
author(s) of the literature being reviewed. “Type” refers to whether the source was original 
research, a report of proceedings, a news article in a professional association journal, a work 
representing the author’s philosophy based on experience in the field, a literature review, or an 
account based on personal experience. “Code” refers to the code from the data analysis that was 
represented in the literature. “Confirm” indicates whether the information found in that source 
confirmed participants’ experiences. (There were few disconfirming examples in the literature.) 
The “Note” column includes commentary about the content of the source that was used to 
determine its code placement. Table 6 summarizes the relevant literature for the first part of this
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narrative, how institutions came to be involved in online education. In the literature, there were 
twenty-two authors that referenced issues related to the ways in which institutions planned their 
online offerings and consulted with faculty. Seven sources were philosophical articles, four were 
news articles in professional journals, three were original research, three were literature reviews, 
three were based on personal experience, and two were reports of proceedings. There was one 
disconfirming reference in Berg (2000), reporting online education as profitable for a majority of 
the sixty-one institutions completing a 1999 survey. Following the table is the narrative of how 
participants perceived the motives behind their institution’s entry into online education.
Table 6
Influences of the Past
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Bates (2000) 4 Cash Cowb Y Integrating technology does not reduce costs, at 
least in short term
Bates (2000) 4 Plan Consult0 Y Planning process to integrate technology will 
substantially change institution
Bates (2000) 4 Plan Consult Y Biggest barrier is failure of institutions to 
envision future with technology
Beaudoin (2003) 4 Plan Consult Y Institutions need more visionary leadership to 
integrate technology
Berg (2000) 5 Cash Cow N Cites 1999 data: online is profitable for 86.96% 
of 61 colleges surveyed
Campus Comput­
ing Project(2002)
2 Cash Cow Y Institutions fear budget cuts will impede 
e-leaming efforts, not profitable
Cohen (1998) 4 Cash Cow Y Institutions have long viewed technology as 
a way to increase productivity
Cohen(1998) 4 Plan Consult Y Technology often initially implemented without 
long range planning
” “ 1 ’’ refers to original research, “2” refers to report o f proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience 
b “Cash Cow” refers to online education being viewed as profitable for institutions
'  “Plan Consult" refers to the extent to which faculty were consulted and involved in planning for online education at institutions
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T able 6 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Dill (1997) 4 Plan Consult15 Y Most mission statements "vacuous," no 
evidence of visioning
Ehrmann (1999) 3 Cash Cowc Y Institutions not realizing expected profits from 
online education
Farmer (1997) 4 Cash Cow Y Incorporating interactivity in online course is 
time consuming and expensive
Feenberg (1999) 6 Cash Cow Y Administrators expect online courses to make up 
for budget shortfalls
Fink (1997) 3 Plan Consult Y Strong leadership to build infrastructure and 
support for online learning
Frayer (1999) 6 Plan Consult Y Envision goals first, then see how technology 
can help achieve the goals
Graves, et al., 
(1997)
3 Cash Cow Y Colleges not seeing profits from online courses
Graves, et al., 
(1997)
3 Plan Consult Y Colleges spend too much money on technology, 
not enough time planning
Green (1997) 5 Cash Cow Y Cites financial comparisons of course costs: 
online costs more than on campus
Green (1997) 5 Plan Consult Y Number of institutions still proceeding with 
online courses without planning
Institute for 1 Plan Consult 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Institutions designing online before setting 
policies attempting to catch up
Maitland (2000) 6 Plan Consult Y Methods to evaluate technology being designed 
after technology already in use
Maitland (2000) 6 Plan Consult Y Cites survey saying most colleges lack strategic 
plan for technology implementation/innovation
Maloney (2000) 3 Cash Cow Y Faculty believe administrators consider online 
education primarily as revenue source
“ “1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3" refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5" refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Plan Consult” refers to the extent to which faculty were consulted and involved in planning for online education at institutions 
c “Cash Cow” refers to online education being viewed as profitable for institutions
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Table 6 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Meyer (2003 a) 5 Plan Consult” Y Technology integration plans revolve around 
willingness to commit funds/people
Newsom, et al., 
(2001)
4 Plan Consult Y Mission statements of little value for integrating 
technology
Newsom, et al., 
(2001)
4 Plan Consult Y Administrators bypass planning stage to get 
online offerings operational
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 Plan Consult Y Some institutions bypass planning process 
when venturing into online education
Peterson, et al., 
(1997)
4 Cash Cowc Y Technology investment unlikely to result in 
profits in near future
Peterson, et al., 
(1997)
4 Plan Consult Y Institutions need to plan for central role of 
technology in higher education
Peterson, et al., 
(1997)
4 Plan Consult Y Planning process to integrate technology will 
substantially change institution
Twigg (2000) 2 Cash Cow Y Very few online courses result in profits for 
institutions
Twigg (2000) 2 Plan Consult Y Institutions need to involve more stakeholders in 
plans for tech integration
Influences of the Past
The history of how Centerville and State University became involved in online education 
illustrated the lack of a shared vision and presaged the challenges faculty and administrators 
would face as faculty began to design and teach online courses. In examining the influences of 
the past, I considered two sub-categories: first, the motivations for the institutions to become
‘ “ 1” refers to original research, “2" refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Plan Consult” refers to the extent to which faculty were consulted and involved in planning for online education at institutions 
c “Cash Cow” refers to online education being viewed as profitable for institutions
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involved in online learning; and second, the extent to which faculty were consulted and involved 
in the planning process.
Motivation: Access or Profit?
Centerville and State University became involved in online distance education within the 
last decade, although perceptions differ about the reasons why. Most of the participants in the 
study had been at their institutions prior to the advent of online education, and they offered a 
variety of explanations for why their institutions ventured into cyberspace. Administrators 
(Casey, Clair, and Marty) cited the need to increase student access as the primary incentive for 
their institutions to become involved in online education. Casey, who was directly involved in 
the initial effort at Centerville, described the effort as a response to a grant opportunity that would 
provide health education to students in a remote area who would not be able to come to the 
campus:
The opportunity presented itself... and that really was the kind of trial and error 
mechanism. And those first courses that went ok, they were okay, they were effective. 
They [students] passed their registry, their certification exam at about the same rate the 
campuses did, but it was really kind of experimental, and I know those courses have 
changed a lot since then, to be more interactive.
Marty indicated that online courses were viewed by the institution as a natural outgrowth of the 
correspondence courses offered at the distance education division, which had typically served an 
older population of adult learners. Data from the United States Department of Education (2003) 
supported increased access as a reason why institutions become involved in online education, 
with 67 percent of the institutions responding characterizing increased student access as “very 
important.” It must be noted that this data was gathered primarily from chief academic officers at 
the 1600 participating institutions. When faculty and other administrators at State University and 
Centerville were asked to describe their understanding of why their institutions originally became 
involved in online education, their responses differed significantly.
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Many faculty participants and some administrators (Leslie and Dana) believed the 
primary motivation to offer online courses stemmed from a desire to realize a profit. Kelly 
phrased her perception succinctly:
I still don't know what the goal of distance ed is. The goal at that time was pretty clear- 
cut: to get [a] massive amount of students to get money. Once we've got money, we 
could afford to, you know, training and counselors, and all these things to do it right, but 
we can't do it right yet, 'cause we don't have the money.
Leslie was also very candid in offering his perception of Centerville’s original motives:
Honestly, I think they got into it to make money. They thought they were going to make 
a killing. They went into it without planning; it was half-baked. They didn’t understand 
the medium. They didn’t understand the quality issues, and they certainly didn’t provide 
any adequate training for faculty....If 1 look at our institution, it’s probably the worst 
possible way you could have gotten involved in online, for all the wrong reasons.
In the literature, Twigg (2001b) noted that a number of the participants at the Pew 
Symposium on quality believed a majority of institutions involved in distance education were 
operating the programs as “cash cows” (“Part 1,” Paragraph 8). The Pew Symposium participants 
included representatives from federal agencies, accrediting bodies, and educational leaders at a 
variety of institutions of higher learning (including Judith Eaton, President of the Council for 
Higher Education Accreditation; Jamie Merisotis, President of the Institute for Higher Education 
Policy; and Marianne Phelps, director of the United States Department of Education). Thus, 
symposium participants’ comments about “cash cows” could be considered significant.
The profits from online education for both institutions have thus far remained elusive, however. 
Francis, who had experience with online education as an administrator and a faculty member, 
noted, “It’s [online education] not a money-making venture [followed by long laugh]. 1 wouldn’t 
say we’re losing money on them [the online courses], but the amount of money to develop them 
is huge.” Marty characterized “breaking even” as a good year for her distance education division.
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In this respect, participants were not alone, as Temple University president David 
Adamany noted, “No one has yet found a way for online learning to be economically viable” (as 
cited in Twigg, 2001a, “IV. Reducing the Costs of Teaching and Learning,” Paragraph 1). 
Adamany made his comment as his institution suspended its online efforts in 2001. Feenberg 
(1999), Gilbert (2004), Green (1997), and Maloney (1999) agreed that administrators who looked 
to online education as a source of potential profits for their institutions had done so without 
success. Gilbert (2004) said that the situation was analogous to health care in the sense that the 
costs involved with online learning would continue to rise but that institutions would not be able 
to forego the expenses.
Twigg (2001a) and Cohen (1998) reported that institutions had not seen a rise in 
productivity or profits as a result of their investments in online technology. Twigg (2001a) 
contended that as long as institutions continued to focus on “no significant difference,” they 
would continue to try to replicate their traditional classrooms on their campus platform servers 
and would not be able to capitalize on possibilities of the medium in which they had already 
invested considerable institutional resources. The net effect of this attempt to “bolt on” 
technology was not likely to result in any savings for an institution (Bates, 2000; Twigg, 2001a). 
In fact, as Twigg observed, the opposite was likely to occur: costs were much more likely to rise, 
as the institution struggled to maintain its infrastructure without realizing any significant benefit 
from its investment. Gale and Taylor confirmed the “bolt-on” effect at their respective 
institutions. Gale observed that the institution had not changed its instructional model or how it 
administered education, “but we add this enormous cost onto our existing processes, so all you’ve 
done is added cost.” Taylor would agree, noting that at his institution “teachers are using 
technology to just maintain their current practices.... If all it’s doing is to get them to do more of 
the same, I don’t know if that would be helpful.” What would have been helpful for participants 
was more consultation and planning before either institution became involved in online learning.
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A serious issue for many participants was their institution’s lack of planning before 
becoming involved in online education and the failure to consult with faculty before embarking 
on the endeavor. Jordan described the initial process of becoming involved in online learning as 
“the lemming approach,” characterizing the institution as rushing blindly over a cliff, heedless of 
the rocks below. Some administrators acknowledged the threat of competition as a possible 
motive behind their online offerings, including Casey, who said “if we don’t get on board, 
somebody else is going to do it, and then we’re vulnerable to the changes in population and 
changes in programs, so to me it’s critical that we are involved in distance ed.” Yet the failure to 
consult with faculty who were expected to design and teach those online courses could have 
repercussions.
In the literature, Green (1997), Maloney (1999), and Palloff and Pratt (2001) commented 
on the trend for institutions to purchase hardware and software and to initiate online ventures 
without consulting faculty. Failing to include faculty in the planning process could be detrimental 
for institutions, as Palloff and Pratt (2001) warned: “Faculty’s lack of involvement in decision­
making processes that directly affect the way in which online courses will be delivered is 
widening the rift between faculty and administrators” (p. 12).
Participants at State University and Centerville wondered if their institutions would 
repeat their own history in this regard, as the institutions grappled with issues that might push 
them further into the online world: budget and enrollment crises coupled with aging buildings 
that could not continue to accommodate the students knocking at the doors. Chris was somewhat 
skeptical about the ability of higher education institutions in general in this regard:
It’s this backward way of doing things that I can’t understand. Not only that, it’s a recipe 
for bankruptcy. You get on this technology bandwagon, and boy, it’s a sinking hole. It 
gobbles up all of the financial-resources and the people resources, and what do you have 
to prove for it sometimes?
P lanning  a n d  C onsulting
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Francis observed that in the beginning of his venture into online education, the funds 
were available to start providing online courses in his division, so faculty began creating courses 
without conducting a needs assessment, something Francis viewed as crucial before offering a 
course or program online. The feeling at the time, according to Francis, was that the 
administration had made a decision that this effort was to go forward, so it went forward. Francis 
was quick to note, however, that his division now conducted a needs assessment prior to 
beginning any significant work on an online course or degree-program, especially since the 
division was expected to be self-supporting.
Kelly was not optimistic about the possibility of more stakeholder involvement in future 
discussions, noting that distance education in general had suffered from poor planning in the past. 
She did not believe this would change in the future at her institution. Jordan’s frustrations were 
particularly evident in this area: “Now they’re finally moving into that [taking a step back to 
consider how the college wants to be involved in online education]. To me it’s so ludicrous that 
now [said with pronounced emphasis] we’re going to have the philosophical discussion....We 
should have been doing this all along.” Casey focused on the most important step that had been 
missed in her institution’s early efforts: “First of all, 1 think you have to define what it is that 
we’re going to be, and then define what it is we are want to accomplish as a college, and then go 
from there.”
In terms of definitions, the definition of ownership was one area in which participants 
were able to come to some consensus, although the issue remained a source of considerable 
confusion and frustration for many faculty members and administrators, as will be described in 
the next section, “Yours, Mine, and Ours: Whose Course Is It?” The literature review summary 
for this theme is presented in Table 7, followed by the narrative. Ownership issues were 
referenced by sixteen authors in the literature 1 surveyed. Six sources were news articles in 
professional journals, five were reports of proceedings, two were philosophical articles, two were 
original research, and one was personal experience. There was no discontinuing evidence.
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Table 7
Yours, Mine, and Ours: Whose Course Is It?
Author______Type3 Code______Confirm Note
Bates (2000) 4 Intel/Copyb Y Much confusion about digital copyright
Bates (2000) 4 Ownership3 Y Clarification of ownership essential for faculty 
and administrators
Cohen (1998) 4 Ownership Y Administrators asserting ownership rights
Gasaway (2002) 3 Intel/Copy Y Work for hire provisions source of much debate 
in higher education
Gasaway (2002) 3 Ownership Y Institutions basing ownership rights on 
definition of "significant use of resources"
Indiana Higher 2 Ownership Y Faculty and administrators to agreement on type
Education Telecommunications System (1999) of ownership before creation
Maitland (2000) 6 Ownership Y Serious issue in higher education, need to 
consider sharing
Maloney (1999) 3 Intel/Copy Y Faculty who fail to understand copyright will 
suffer in online environment
O’Quinn, et al., 1 
(2002)
Bld/Rmdld Y Faculty who design the course should teach 
course
Palloff, et al., 1 
(2001)
Bld/Rmdl Y Faculty teaching another's course unable to 
draw on own background and methods
Palloff, et al., 1 
(2001)
Intel/Copy Y Faculty want to understand intellectual property 
agreements before designing online courses
Palloff, et al., 1 
(2001)
Ownership Y Faculty express concern over ownership and 
who teaches their courses
Rhoades(2001) 3 Ownership Y Institutions asserting ownership rights as state 
funds dwindle
Robson, et al., 3 
(2003)
Give/Share' Y Do not spend time reinventing the “technology” 
wheel, share material
a “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Intel/Copy refers to one’s understanding of intellectual property agreements and copyright regulations 
'  “Ownership” refers to one’s understanding o f  who has ownership rights of an online course
d “Bld/Rmdl” refers to whether it is more time-consuming to build one’s course from scratch or remodel someone else’s course 
'  “Give/Share” refers to faculty giving or sharing material created for online courses with other faculty
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Table 7 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Robson, et al., 
(2003)
3 Intel/Copyb Y Imperative for faculty and administrators to 
understand digital copyright laws
San Diego State 2 Intel/Copy 
University Senate (2000)
Y Faculty and administrators agree to intellectual 
property rights prior to design
Smith (2002) 3 Intel/Copy Y Faculty course materials not considered work for 
hire by AAUP
Twigg (2000) 2 Bld/RmdT Y Faculty rarely want to teach someone else's 
course without making changes
Twigg (2000) 2 Intel/Copy Y Profit, reputation, job security key issues
Twigg (2000) 2 Ownershipd Y Institutions invest significant funds in 
infrastructure for online courses, seek rights
Twigg (2001a) 2 Give/Share' Y Do not spend time reinventing the “technology” 
wheel, share material
Wagner, et al., 
(1999)
3 Bld/Rmdl Y Faculty controls how created materials shared 
with other faculty
Wagner, et al., 
(1999)
3 Intel/Copy Y Expense of integrating technology makes 
unbundling rights necessity
Western Associa- 2 Intel/Copy 
tion of Schools and Colleges (2001)
Y Faculty and administrators should unbundle 
rights as necessary
Yours, Mine, and Ours: Whose Course Is It?
As 1 examined participants’ understanding of ownership, two areas emerged as 
significant: first, grappling with the issue of teaching someone else’s online course or creating 
one’s own; and second, understanding the institution’s intellectual property policy. These two 
issues are discussed in the narrative that follows.
■ “ 1” refers to original research. “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Intel/Copy" refers to one's understanding of intellectual property agreements and copyright regulations 
'  “Bld/Rmdl” refers to whether it is more time-consuming to build one’s course from scratch or remodel someone else’s course 
d “Ownership” refers to one’s understanding of who has ownership rights of an online course 
°  “Give/Share” refers to faculty giving or sharing material created for online courses with other faculty
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B uild ing  or Rem odeling
Ownership first surfaced in discussions with faculty and administrators when they were 
asked to respond to two scenarios: in the first case, a faculty member was assigned to teach a 
course designed by someone else (\yhich happened to Chris and Taylor), or the second case, a 
faculty member was informed that another person would be teaching his or her online course 
(which happened to Kelly). Marty and Casey explained that in an ideal situation, the person who 
designed the course would be the one to teach it. Yet, this was not always possible if a faculty 
member was already at his or her credit limit and unwilling to take an overload to offer the 
course, or if the faculty member was not interested in offering the course but there was student 
demand for it. As Leslie and Marty noted, online courses might need to be offered to different 
audiences at different times, especially in the case of the outreach programs and corporate 
education both institutions offered. In these cases, administrators felt it was important for the 
institution to be able to assign different faculty to teach the course as needed. Leslie suggested 
that using hybrid courses might be a way to solve the problem. Faculty members who taught the 
same course could be encouraged to collaborate in designing the online portion of the course, 
developing content that all of them would use, while the on-campus portion of the course could 
be customized by each instructor.
Faculty did not view course ownership and course assignment in quite the same light, 
however. Chris and Taylor, for example, thought being asked to teach someone else’s course 
would be a problem for them, particularly if the course could not be altered. Taylor was asked to 
teach a course designed by another instructor, and it was a difficult experience for him. In fact, 
four of the seven faculty members interviewed (Chris, Jordan, Kelly, and Taylor) said that 
although they were willing to share information and course materials with other instructors, they 
were not willing to hand over an intact course to be taught verbatim by another instructor. As 
Kelly observed, “You can take the raw material and flop it into the next teacher’s hands, and most 
often, it’s going to turn into lead.” Chris agreed, “Just bottle up the thing and give it to them and
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remove the human factor....I don’t have a problem with sharing. 1 may have a problem with 
someone saying, ‘You have to.”’ Casey and Robin agreed that faculty would not be required to 
share material, but both administrators noted that it was often done in the past. Casey said she had 
given all of her course materia! to the faculty member who replaced her when she became an 
administrator and said she had heard of other faculty sharing material in much the same fashion.
The prevailing sentiment amongst faculty, however, was that if the institution hired 
another faculty member to teach a course, that person should have the competency to design the 
course and teach it in whatever mode he or she was being asked to use for the course. Jordan 
used an analogy to express her views on this issue:
I look at it like this: I am willing to sit down with anybody and talk about how do you do 
this? How do you build this? What are the pieces you'd want to include? What are the 
things to think about? You know, it's like giving you all the pieces of the puzzle, but I'm 
not gonna give you the finished puzzle.
If faculty members were required to teach someone else’s online course, they wanted the 
flexibility to redesign the course to accommodate their teaching styles and personalities. Chris 
believed students did not want “canned” courses and expected some of the instructor’s 
“personality” to surface in the course, which would not be possible if the course had to remain 
intact. Casey and Dana agreed with faculty members that some changes might need to be made if 
a course was being taught by someone other than the original designer, but Marty preferred the 
course to remain intact. It should be noted that Marty’s division commissioned online courses as 
“works for hire” from faculty members, and while the division preferred using the designer to 
teach the course, that was not always possible.
Dana was the only administrator to note a potential problem with assigning faculty to 
teach someone else’s course and giving that faculty member some flexibility to redesign the 
course. Dana characterized this as a “false economy,” comparing it to remodeling every room of 
a home rather than building a new one. The time spent redesigning multiple facets of a course
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might be greater than the time a faculty member might spend creating his or her own course. 
Jordan and Kelly echoed Dana’s sentiments, and Kelly noted that even when faculty borrowed 
instructional material from other faculty, such as a test or worksheet, they typically made changes 
to the material to reflect the objectives they emphasized in their classes. Thus, it was not likely 
that the same faculty would be willing to teach someone else’s online course without feeling the 
same need to alter it in some way.
Some administrators had a different slant on the “build/remodel” concept. Casey and 
Leslie talked about the importance of faculty collaboration in creating instructional material that 
could be used in online courses. As the inventory of materials grew, faculty in each discipline 
could review what was available and select what they needed for their own courses. This would 
obviate the need to build each online course from scratch and would encourage more 
collaboration, which both administrators saw as beneficial for improving teaching practices.
In the literature, Robson, Norris, Lefrere, Collier, and Mason (2003) were blunt about the 
need for faculty to collaborate: “The educational domain is often engaged in a massive and 
senseless duplication of effort” (p. 2). Creating an inventory of online instructional materials 
would be consistent with faculty members’ practices of sharing instructional material with others, 
as noted by Robin, Casey, Chris, Gale, and Jordan.
A shared collection of learning objects was one of the goals of institutions participating in 
the Pew Grant Program in Course Redesign (Twigg, 2001a). Institutions such as Michigan State 
University and the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign substantially altered the way they 
viewed the course design process. Rather than considering each course as a unique and single 
entity, faculty viewed them as part of an inventory, containing elements that might be adapted or 
used in other courses. The collaboration amongst faculty and revision of learning material led to 
an improvement in the overall quality of the courses, according to participants at both institutions, 
as well as more opportunities for individualization within courses. The time saved could be 
directed toward other creative efforts.
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Yet, some participants in my study drew a fine line between sharing material and giving 
it away. Chris, Jordan, Kelly, and Taylor expressed a desire for the institution to acknowledge 
the efforts of faculty in creating unique and innovative learning objects. The acknowledgment 
might be in the form of merit pay, but Chris said something as simple as a plaque or a certificate 
of recognition might be a start, so faculty had a sense that their contributions were valued. Gilbert 
(2004) noted that the efforts of pioneering faculty tended to be informally appreciated but 
otherwise unrewarded. Robson, Norris, Lefrere, Collier, and Mason (2003) agreed that 
collaboration had not been valued in higher education in the sense that adequate recognition had 
been accorded to those who developed and shared online materials.
Intellectual Property
A much more serious issue for faculty members and administrators was their institution’s 
intellectual property agreement and its potential to change the way in which all courses were 
viewed by administrators. Palloff and Pratt (2001) reminded educators that intellectual property 
agreements had never been a feature of courses designed to be taught on campus, nor did Palloff 
and Pratt believe that the instructional materials faculty designed for those courses constituted 
“work for hire.” Maloney (1999) and Cohen (1998) noted that determining intellectual property 
rights would continue to be one of the most hotly debated issues in online education.
Institutions were addressing intellectual property in a variety of ways. At Wake Forest 
University, for example, a technology initiative resulted in the creation of a policy statement 
affirming the rights of faculty to sole ownership of technological works they created, with the 
exception of courses explicitly commissioned as “work for hire” arrangements (Wicker and 
Boyd, 2003). At both State University and Centerville, a number of faculty and administrators 
{Casey, Leslie, Robin, Chris, Gale, Jordan, and Taylor) were either not aware of or felt they did 
not fully understand their institution’s guidelines on intellectual property. Clair had worked on 
an intellectual property policy previously, but she agreed with other participants, saying, “1 think
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I, I think all of us need to learn more about it; this is something that’s emerging so quickly that 
it’s hard to even read court decisions and understand them.”
One aspect of intellectual property that all the faculty and administrative participants 
agreed on was that any arrangement about ownership and assignment of various rights needed to 
be spelled out in written form and agreed upon before any significant design work had been done 
on a course. Marty recalled the difficulty of working with faculty members who had created a 
course largely on their own and then brought it to her for consideration as a continuing education 
course, only to be told the course ownership would have to be assigned to the distance education 
office. This was a concern for Marty. “An area that we could and should do better is making 
sure that there are contracts up front before a faculty member gets too far down the line [in 
designing an online course].” Leslie, who occupies much the same position as Marty, was very 
specific about how he preferred to handle ownership issues in his corporate education office:
As an administrator, I would always want to buy it [an online course] from the faculty, if 
I’m looking at cost effectiveness here....That way, you have a reliable inventory....If 
you’re going to create a quality product, then pay the instructor to do that, pay the team to 
do it, buy it from the instructor, right up front. And if you have folks who can’t deal with 
that ...then I don’t think I want to deal with them. I mean, this is a business.
Participants did agree that in circumstances other than a specifically commissioned work 
for hire, a faculty member’s instructional materials belonged to the faculty member in terms of 
copyright. Some participants noted, however, that this was not the case at some other institutions, 
where universities and colleges were beginning to claim that all online course work fell under the 
heading of curriculum development and thus part of the faculty member’s scope of employment, 
or “work for hire.” All of the faculty and administrative participants agreed that some form of 
shared ownership was fair, given the institution’s investment in technology, infrastructure, and 
training. Faculty members continued to express concern, however, that administrators were 
beginning to consider online courses in a much different manner than on-campus courses, where
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there was no expectation that an intellectual property agreement would need to be signed. This 
widening gap between online and on-campus courses would surface more strongly with the issue 
of compensation, which will be discussed later in the section entitled “Why Would Anyone Do 
This?”
Administrators and faculty agreed that as faculty became more adept at online design and 
the costs to offer online courses decreased, it was likely that online courses would be treated more 
like on-campus courses, without the need for intellectual property agreements, unless the 
institution and the faculty member planned to market the course outside of the institution. The 
concept of marketing online courses and online degree programs outside of the institution gave 
rise to another issue of concern for faculty and administrators: how the quality of online courses 
would be determined and monitored. This summary of literature reviewed for this theme, “Who 
Controls Quality Control?” appears in Table 8.
There were twenty-four sources in the literature that referenced quality issues, including 
nine reports of proceedings, seven of original research, five philosophical articles, two literature 
reviews, and one account of personal experience. There were five instances of discontinuing 
evidence, which will be examined in more detail in the narrative following Table 8, but they are 
summarized here. In one instance, the American Federation of Teachers (2001) indicated as a 
part of its quality benchmarks that students should not be allowed to take all of their college 
courses online. In another instance, Merisotis (1999) claimed that an examination of “no 
significant difference” research did not support claims that there was no significant difference in 
student achievement in online and on-campus courses. Phipps, Wellman, and Merisotis (1998) 
indicated that respondents in their study viewed quality monitoring as a responsibility of 
administrators, rather than faculty, and Sloan-C research (2003) indicated that faculty were much 
less likely than administrators to believe that online courses were of equal or greater quality than 
on-campus courses. In a final example of discontinuation, Twigg (2001b) said members of the
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Pew Symposium believed quality would best be measured from the perspective of the student 
taking the course, rather than from an administrative or faculty perspective.
Table 8
Who Controls Quality Control?
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
American Fed- 2 Higher6 
eration of Teachers (2001)
Y Online courses must be held to high standards to 
avoid diploma-mill taint
American Fed- 2 Qual Indc 
eration of Teachers (2001)
N Benchmark document: AFT does not support of 
wholly-online degrees
Bates (2000) 4 Higher Y No need to keep researching "no significant 
difference," online is not inferior
Bates (2000) 4 Qual Mond Y Public has high expectations of online courses
Bates, et al., 
(2003)
4 Qual Ind Y Current quality standards are just the minimum; 
institutions should aim higher
Cohen (1998) 4 Qual Ind Y Accreditors concerned about online quality 
standards
/
Garcia, et al., 
(1997)
4 Higher Y Educators believe online courses do not foster 
higher order thinking in students
Giannoni, et al., 
(2003)
1 Higher Y Quality of online courses perceived as inferior to 
that of traditional courses
Gold (2001) 1 Higher Y Quantitative Study: participants believed 
students learned better online
Green (1997) 5 Higher Y Harvard President Rudenstine encourages 
education to embrace e-leaming
higher
Indiana Higher 2 Qual Ind Y 
Education Telecommunications System (1999)
Benchmark document: Indiana Higher 
Education Telecommunications System
Indiana Higher 2 Qual Resp' Y Faculty duty to devise standards, reviewed1 by
Education Telecommunications System (1999) administrators
‘  "“ I” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4" refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6’' refers to personal experience 
b “Higher” refers to whether online courses are held to higher standards than on campus courses 
‘ “Qual Ind” refers to quality indicators in an effective online course
“ “Qual Mon" refers to the practice of monitoring courses for the presence of quality indicators 
'  “Qual Resp” refers to who is responsible for determining quality standards and monitoring them
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Table 8 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Institute for 1 Higherb 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Note faculty believe online held to higher 
standard than traditional courses
Institute for 1 Qual Indc 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Benchmark document: National Education 
Association and Blackboard®
MacDonald (2002) 1 Higher Y Distance courses, including online, historically 
viewed as inferior to on campus versions
MacDonald (2002) 1 Qual Mond Y Accreditors concerned about online quality 
standards
McNaught (2002) 6 Qual Mon Y Peer review and formal administrative 
evaluation part of quality monitoring system
McNaught (2002) 6 Qual Respe Y Faculty need to be in charge of standards related 
to educational design
McNaught (2002) 6 Qual Usedf Y Establish collaborative quality assurance in 
effort to alleviate fears about data use
Merisotis (1999) 5 Qual Ind N "No significant difference" claims cannot be 
supported by flawed online research
Meyer (2002) 1 Higher Y Students online exhibited higher order thinking 
in discussion board sessions
Palloff, et a!., 
(2001)
1 Higher Y Public perceives online courses as inferior to 
those offered on campus
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 Qual Resp Y Quality will suffer if faculty are not consulted in 
rush to get courses online
Peterson, et al., 
(2001)
4 Qual Ind Y Public demands for quality in online courses 
unlikely to diminish
Phipps, et al., 2 Qual Ind Y Quality indicators linked to effective training
(1998)
* “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience 
b “Higher” refers to whether online courses are held to higher standards than on campus courses 
c “Qual Ind” refers to quality indicators in an effective online course
a “Qual Mon” refers to the practice of monitoring courses for the presence of quality indicators 
'  “Qual Resp" refers to who is responsible for determining quality standards and monitoring them 
'  “Qual Used” refers to how information about benchmarks in a course might be used
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Table 8 cont.
Author_______ Type3 Code_____ Confirm Note
Phipps, et al., 
(1998)
2 Qual Monb N Quality monitoring primarily administrative 
duty overseen by accreditors
Ragan(1999) 2 Qual lndc Y Benchmark document: Penn State
Ragan(1999) 2 Qual Respd Y Quality driven by learning outcomes designed 
by faculty
San Diego State 2 Qual Mon 
University Senate (2000)
Y Curriculum committees to review all distance 
courses for quality elements
Sloan-C (2003) 1 Higher3 N Faculty more likely to be unconvinced of quality 
of online courses than administrators
Sloan-C (2003) 1 Qual Ind Y Survey of 994 Chief Academic Officers at 
degree-granting institutions
Twigg (2001a) 2 Higher y Online courses are as effective as on-campus 
courses for level of student learning
Twigg (2001b) 2 Qual Mon Y Peer review/formal administrative evaluation 
good in theory, evaluators lack training
Twigg (2001b) 2 Qual Ind Y Seminal work developing comprehensive list of 
indicators from benchmark studies
Twigg (2001b) 2 Qual Resp N Quality is determined from consumer (student) 
perspective
Western Associa- 2 Qual Ind 
tion of Schools and Colleges (2001)
Y Benchmark document: Western Association of 
Schools and Colleges, accrediting agency
Western Cooper- 2 Qual Ind 
ative for Educational Telecomm. (2003)
Y Benchmark study referred to by numerous 
researchers
* “ 1 ” refers to original research, ‘7 ” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Qual Mon" refers to the practice o f monitoring courses for the presence of quality indicators 
‘ “Qual Ind” refers to quality indicators in an effective online course
d “Qual Resp” refers to who is responsible for determining quality standards and monitoring them
* “Higher” refers to whether online courses are held to higher standards than on campus courses
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Who Controls Quality Control?
Educators have long been wary of the influence of business and industry on education, 
and the call for quality standards in online courses has been accompanied by terms traditionally 
associated with commercial enterprise, such as benchmarks, scalability, and world class. Yet, as 
institutions of higher education begin to compete for students in a global market, they have 
recognized the need to differentiate themselves from their competition, particularly in the realm 
of online learning, which could be accessible to any student, any place, any time. As participants 
considered the courses currently offered at their institutions and ones that might be designed in 
the future, they realized the importance of ensuring that the quality of the learning experience in 
online courses matched or exceeded the experience of an on-campus course. In this respect, they 
faced two challenges. One challenge was the prevailing public perception of online courses as 
inherently inferior to those offered on campus. The second challenge for participants was to 
define for themselves and their students what constituted “quality” in an online course. These are 
the challenges examined in this section.
Perceptions o f Quality
Faculty and administrators at State University and Centerville were faced with the need 
to battle a pervasive public perception that online courses were less rigorous than courses offered 
on campus. Clair confessed that she initially believed this herself until she became more involved 
with online education and began looking at online courses. She described a series of online 
foreign language courses she had reviewed at another institution, enthusiastically characterizing 
them as “excellent.”
Some faculty members turned the perception of online inferiority on its head, however, 
focusing their attention on colleagues who refused to acknowledge any merit in offering online 
courses. Participants wondered if those “traditionalists” would be willing to subject their “gold 
standard” on-campus courses to the same quality standards being considered for online courses, 
particularly in the areas of interactivity and access to resources. Gale laughed long and outright
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when asked if quality standards developed for online courses would also be applied to on-campus 
courses. In the literature, MacDonald (2002) also wondered if the drive towards developing 
standards for online courses might spill over into a reexamination of the ways in which quality 
was assessed in traditional courses. Gale cited tradition as the reason for an institution to hold 
online programs and courses to a higher standard. Her reasoning was that since online delivery of 
education had been considered different from the norm, the tendency was to challenge it and 
expect it to demonstrate its effectiveness through normative standards based on courses taught in 
a traditional fashion. Like Gale, Marty expressed frustration about the continued need for online 
supporters to demonstrate the worthiness of their courses.
MacDonald (2002), Meyer (2003a), and Palloff and Pratt (2001) also identified the public 
perception of online courses as inherently inferior to those offered online. Twigg (2001b) stated 
that the perception of online as an inferior mode of delivery was particularly prevalent amongst 
those who had no first hand experience with distance learning in general, or with online learning 
in particular. This would appear to be supported by Clair’s experience described earlier.
Chris and Taylor noted that in an effort to combat public perceptions about online 
courses, instructors were more likely to present additional content and require additional work 
from students to demonstrate the rigor of their courses. Taylor, who was in the process of 
designing an online course and worried about his own tendency to overload students, expressed 
his concerns on the issue:
1 tend to think I would probably overkill information on an online course, just 
because I want them to make sure they get everything [said with emphasis] 
you know, that I would give another student in an on-campus course, verbally.
While participants might have been defensive when it came to perceptions of quality, 
they pointed to research and personal experiences that indicated some online courses were, in 
fact, of higher quality than some on-campus courses. Francis described graduate work he had 
done in this area. His research indicated that students in science-related courses had higher
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grade-point averages in online courses than did students taking the same courses on campus. 
Marty and Robin mentioned research they had read recently indicating students in online courses 
reached higher levels of achievement than did students in similar on-campus courses. In addition, 
they said they had seen evidence in the literature to support the claim that some online courses 
showed evidence of significantly more planning than their on-campus counterparts. Clair did not 
think students had a less rigorous experience or performed at a lower level in online courses, 
saying, “1 haven’t seen anything yet to suggest that students learn less well in an online class.”
Gale and Jordan noted that the depth of reflection students exhibited in online discussions 
compared favorably with similar discussions that had taken place in their on-campus classes. 
Experiences like these led participants to comment on and subscribe to the “no significant 
difference” theory, which had been widely discussed and debated in recent literature.
Meyer (2003a) noted that the “no significant difference” findings in online and on- 
campus courses were supported by a number of studies, and she included references to more than 
a dozen studies conducted since 1990. The finding of “no significant difference” was also 
confirmed by the Sloan-C consortium in its comprehensive national survey of chief academic 
officers at 994 public colleges and universities (Sloan-C, 2003). Sloan-C (2003) found that 57 
percent of those surveyed believed the learning outcomes for online education were equal or 
superior to those in a traditional classroom.
One study that has been the source of considerable debate is a 1999 study by Phipps and 
Merisotis, commissioned by the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and the National 
Education Association (NEA), which was reviewed by Merisotis for Academe (1999). The study 
was critical of the quantitative research techniques used in earlier “no significant difference” 
studies. Merisotis cited the need for more research in this area before a finding of “no significant 
difference” could be made. His recommendations included the need for control groups and the 
need to define all possible variables in the study. Meyer (2003a) referenced this study, noting that 
in addition to possible bias (the study was commissioned by NEA and AFT), the Phipps’ and
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Merisotis’ claim that technology was incapable of replacing humans in some educational settings 
was itself not substantiated by research but represented a “truism.”
Readers consulting Merisotis’ defense of the 1999 study will note the efforts Phipps and 
Merisotis made to guard against the taint of bias in both reports. Merisotis (1999) candidly 
discussed the concerns he and Phipps had about accepting the commission. One stipulation 
Phipps and Merisotis made, as a condition of accepting the commission from NEA and AFT, was 
that the results would not be published in or edited by either of the unions’ publications but would 
instead be published in the Institute for Higher Education Policy journal.
In discussing the results of the study, which involved a review of approximately forty “no 
significant difference” studies conducted between 1990 and 1998, Merisotis (1999) identified 
four design flaws. The design flaws were: (1) a lack of controls for extraneous variables, meaning 
a cause and effect connection could not be assumed; (2) a failure to randomly select participants, 
relying instead on an intact group such as the researcher’s own classroom; (3) the use of flawed 
instruments to measure student outcomes and attitudes, and (4) the failure to control for students’ 
and faculty members’ feelings and attitudes (Merisotis, 1999). Thus, Phipps and Merisotis 
concluded that these studies were sufficiently flawed as to be inconclusive. In his call for further 
study, Merisotis (1999) argued that the debate should shift its focus from which mode of delivery 
was superior to a focus on what worked best for student learning.
In their follow-up study on quality for NEA and AFT, Phipps and Merisotis (Institute for 
Higher Education Policy, 2000) again acknowledged the controversy surrounding the original 
report in the executive summary of their report on quality benchmarks. This study focused on a 
review of published benchmarks for online education at six institutions identified as having 
substantial experience and expertise in distance education. In addition to evaluating the published 
benchmarks, Phipps and Merisotis asked study participants to rate the relative importance of 
those benchmarks for faculty, administrators, and students.
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As a result of their study, Phipps and Merisotis (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 
2000) compiled a list of twenty-four benchmarks divided into seven categories: Institutional 
Support, Course Development, Teaching/Leaming, Course Structure, Student Support, Faculty 
Support, and Evaluation and Assessment. [The complete benchmarks may be viewed at the Pew 
Symposium site, http://www.center.rpi.edu/PewSvm/mono3.html. by clicking on “Figure 1” at 
the first screen.] The benchmarks addressed a number of concerns expressed by participants in 
the current study. Those concerns included the need for educational design to take precedence 
over the needs of any technology used, a provision for some form of peer review, a need to advise 
students appropriately about the demands of an online course before they enrolled, and a 
provision for peer-mentoring of faculty during the initial online design process. When Phipps 
and Merisotis (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000) asked stakeholders to rate the relative 
importance of the various benchmarks, several of those that were ranked “very importanf ’ would 
resonate with participants in this study: providing incentives to faculty to encourage online 
course development, creating a technology plan prior to offering online courses, and providing 
ongoing training to faculty throughout their online teaching experience.
Members of the 2000 Pew Symposium on Quality (Twigg, 2000) employed a strategy 
similar to that used by Phipps and Merisotis. Symposium participants included representatives 
from federal agencies and accrediting bodies along with campus practitioners engaged in the 
development and implementation of online learning (Twigg, 2001b). The participants noted that 
traditional measures of quality in higher education, including the physical presence of a 
significant number of Ph.D. faculty teaching courses and the number of students taking courses 
on campus, were not as likely to occur with online learning, where many classes might be taught 
by part-time instructors in a virtual classroom. Thus, it was necessary to examine whether 
existing quality standards were sufficient to judge the efficacy of online learning.
Symposium participants compared benchmarks from national and regional studies, 
including the Western Conference for Educational Telecommunications (WCET), the Institute for
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Higher Education Policy (IHEP), the American Distance Education Consortium (ADEC), and the 
Instructional Telecommunications Council (IT) of the American Association of Community 
Colleges (Twigg, 2001b). After analyzing existing benchmarks, symposium participants felt the 
IHEP guidelines were the most representative, and they focused their attention on the benchmarks 
described by Phipps and Merisotis (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000). As the review 
progressed, the group looked at five specific areas: (1) The extent to which the benchmarks 
represented commonly accepted “best practice” standards; (2) The extent to which institutions 
actually applied the benchmarks; (3) Whether the benchmarks would be applied in the same way 
in new configurations of institutions, such as the University of Phoenix; (4) The extent to which 
these benchmarks differed from those used to judge the quality of on-campus courses; and (5)
The extent to which the benchmarks were consumer (student)-oriented (Twigg, 2001b).
The group concluded that the IHEP standards represented a good starting point for 
institutions, although participants expressed some concerns. Symposium participants felt the 
standards represented only “adequate” practices for online courses rather than “best” practices, 
reflecting what participants termed a tendency in higher education to “‘settle’ way too soon, 
accepting a level of performance that is erratic” (Twigg, 2001b, “Principles and Practices,” 
Paragraph 10). In addition, participants were concerned about IHEP’s inclusion of “political” 
issues such as the relationship between class size and students outcomes as statements of quality. 
Political statements related to workload were better suited to political documents, the group said, 
rather than being presented as quality benchmarks. Nonetheless, the group praised the efforts of 
IHEP and encouraged higher education institutions to work towards developing a commonly 
agreed-upon set of “world class” standards, in an effort to stem the rising public tide for external 
certification. Symposium participants saw the public pressure as an indicator of the depths to 
which public opinion about online education had sunk.
Bates and Poole (2003) believed that benchmarks established by the Pew Symposium, 
IHEP, and WCET were worth reviewing by institutions interested in developing their own set of
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standards, particularly as there were a number of common elements in the various standards, an 
indication of widespread agreement on many of the elements that would be present in a “quality” 
online course. However, Bates and Poole (2003) challenged institutions to move beyond merely 
adopting standards. It was time, in their opinion, to take the next step: achieving and exceeding 
those standards.
Benchmarks
At State University and Centerville, specific quality standards for online courses were not 
developed prior to the institutions’ initial entry into online education, and most faculty 
participants currently teaching online courses had not been given any formal guidelines to use in 
designing their courses. Some informal guidelines were shared with faculty regarding uniformity 
of appearance and navigation in online courses, however. Gale warned of the possible pitfalls in a 
“uniform” standard: “You start arranging your courses to meet those criteria, and then you never 
can develop beyond those criteria. That’s the downside of having premature guidelines.”
Kelly’s explanation about why quality had not been an issue at her institution up to the 
time of the study was typical of the responses of other faculty members and at least one 
administrator:
What I think our current approach is, to get enough money coming in, to, to, make it 
viable, and once we have money, then we'll pay you and we'll develop the quality that 
should be there. But we're, we're like mice on a wheel, we're goin' on the ferris wheel, 
and they're [administrators] not gonna stop to pick up the quality.
Many participants were aware of several benchmark documents for online courses, such 
as the Institute for Higher Education Policy (1HEP) and Western Cooperative for Educational 
Telecommunications (WCET) standards, but several of them (Leslie, Chris, Jordan, Kelly, and 
Taylor) did not believe the courses currently offered at their institutions would meet many of
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those standards. When Leslie was asked how many online courses at his institution would meet 
the guidelines he described from his own reading in the literature, he replied, “I think very few.” 
Participants often used the phrase “electronic correspondence” to describe the type of 
online course most prevalent at their institutions, courses with little of the interactivity that 
participants believed was crucial to a quality online learning experience. Dana observed that one 
result of having many online courses originate in the distance education office was that the 
courses became “a bunch of text on a screen as opposed to a bunch of text on a piece of paper, 
and to me, that’s a waste of the technology; it’s missing the opportunity that the Internet brings.” 
Robin agreed that these courses were less than ideal. The act of transferring files to a software 
platform, he said, resulted in “a low-level online course.. .not a good one.”
There did not appear to be a consensus amongst participants about who should determine 
quality standards, although many of them agreed with Clair that it would be a “messy” process 
involving some debate over academic freedom. Participants did not believe it was a violation of 
academic freedom for the institutions to require some level of standardization in navigational 
tools and “welcome page” design. They also agreed that faculty members had the greatest 
responsibility for the quality of their courses and should therefore play a significant role in the 
discussions, but there were other areas where participants had not reached consensus. Jordan and 
Chris expressed surprise that faculty were not more involved at this point, although they both said 
the lack of time to attend meetings might have been a factor.
In the case of Centerville, the only existing guidelines came from the administrative staff 
at the distance education office, Jordan noted, although these guidelines were not monitored or 
enforced in any way and did not rise to the level of “benchmarks.” A more serious concern for 
Jordan was the lack of discussion: “Currently within the college, the dialogues are not taking 
place about what is [a] quality [course].” Along with Jordan, Dana and Leslie cautioned that 
before faculty were asked to participate in any monitoring or evaluating of quality standards for 
online courses they should have had the opportunity to be sufficiently trained and comfortable
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teaching in an online environment, a topic that will be discussed in more detail in the section 
entitled “Where Can I Turn for Help?”
The issue of how online courses would be evaluated to determine whether quality 
standards were present was a potentially divisive one for both institutions. Some options for 
determining the existence of quality standards in a course included peer review, institutional 
review, and external review. If courses were to be peer reviewed, participants believed it was 
essential that the reviewers had experience in the online course environment and training to 
recognize the variety of ways the quality indicators might be present in different courses. Peer 
review could be beneficial, however. Other faculty members in the same discipline who 
reviewed a course might be able to offer valid suggestions about content and format as well as 
being able to view the course more objectively for potential problems students might encounter. 
Leslie suggested that someone might develop an external form of peer review as a commercial 
service, where subscribing institutions could send online courses for review and comment by a 
panel of experts in that discipline. Leslie thought his institution might be willing to pay a fee in 
the neighborhood of $100 per course for such a service.
Leslie also suggested that an administrative review of a course might be beneficial for 
faculty and administrators. Administrators who were trained in online design criteria and who 
evaluated online courses would be more likely to develop a better sense of the work involved in 
designing those courses and be better equipped to discuss the issues relating to online courses 
with faculty, which Leslie viewed as a “win-win” situation.
All faculty and administrative participants who commented on the idea of external 
reviews agreed that their institutions should scrutinize any external agency claiming to provide 
this service and ask for recommendations from other institutions. In addition, participants felt 
that at the early stages of the institution’s online course development, it would be wiser not to 
send courses out for review, since both institutions were still at a learning stage in their online 
course development, as Gale noted. Leslie believed that external review should not be postponed
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indefinitely, however, saying, “In all honesty? You really want to put teeth into a system? You 
need an outside auditor.”
Once the institutions developed a larger inventory of courses, external reviews might be 
used to market online courses beyond the institution, perhaps in a partnership arrangement with 
another school or corporate entity, as noted by Leslie and Marty. Marty also commented that 
having one’s course favorably reviewed by an external agency might be something that a faculty 
member could later include in his or her application for tenure.
Administrative participants (Clair and Leslie) noted that accrediting agencies such as 
North Central Association (NCA) had expressed interest in the standards now being developed 
for online courses and degree programs. In the literature, Meyer (2003a) noted that six regional 
accrediting agencies have joined to endorse a policy on the accrediting of electronic degrees and 
certificates (Middle States Commission on Higher Education, New England Association of 
Schools and Colleges, North Central Association—Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education, Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges, Southern Association of Schools and 
Colleges, and Western Association of Schools and Colleges). Twigg (2001b) added that 
accrediting bodies were concerned that the explosive growth in online learning had surpassed the 
ability of accreditors and state agencies to validate the quality of those courses.
Faculty members in the study were concerned about the explosive growth of online 
learning as well, and they were particularly concerned about how information from a quality 
review might be used and who might have access to it. .Iordan and Gale believed that if the 
attitude of the evaluators was one of helping the faculty member improve the course rather than 
“grading” the course, the faculty member might be more willing to participate in the process. A 
punitive evaluation process would not help the institutions reach their goal of more interactive 
and innovative courses, Gale said. Participants believed faculty would be too tempted to stay 
within established parameters for existing courses, relying on standardized templates rather than
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focusing on more effective ways to create learning activities for their students. Taylor and others 
were also concerned about how training and qualifications for peer reviewers.
State University and Centerville might be more likely to realize institutional goals for 
more highly interactive online courses if they were willing to reconsider the reward structure for 
faculty who considered venturing into online design and teaching, which will be discussed in the 
next section, “Why Would Anyone Do This?” The literature review summarized for this theme 
appears in Table 9. Twenty-five authors were reviewed in this area. Philosophical articles 
accounted for eight of the sources, while there were five instances of original research, four of 
personal experience, three each of news reports in professional journals and literature reviews, 
and two reports of proceedings. Of the two discontinuing sources, Parker (2003) indicated 
faculty ranked added compensation as highly as release time as a motivation to design and teach 
online courses, and Newman, et al. (2001) reported that their review of literature did not indicate 
that online teaching required more of a time commitment than did on-campus teaching. The 
narrative for this theme follows Table 9.
Table 9
Why Would Anyone Do This?
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
American His- 4 Tenureb 
torical Association (1993)
Y Professional Association considers course 
development as scholarship for tenure
Bates (2000) 4 Compensate' Y Compensating faculty for designing online but 
not for on-campus creates problems
Bates (2000) 4 Tenure Y Research and publication seen as main criterion 
for tenure
Berg(2000) 5 Compensate Y Faculty spend uncompensated time designing 
online courses
* “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4" refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Tenure” refers considering online design, delivery, and sharing of online expertise as scholarship 
c “Compensate” refers to methods of compensation for online design and delivery
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Table 9 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Bolger, et al., 
(2002)
1 Tenureb Y Faculty increasingly incorporating technology 
projects in tenure review
Boschmann
(1998)




4 Tenure Y Those making tenure decisions not familiar with 
e-scholarship
Boyer (1990) 4 Tenure Y Demands on faculty time from all areas driving 
need to redefine scholarship
Conference on 4 Tenure Y Time demands of integrating technology behind 
College Composition and Communication (n.d.) need to redefine scholarship
Conference on 4 Tenure Y Tenure committee members must be trained to
College Composition and Communication (n.d.) evaluate e-scholarship
Conference on 4 Tenure Y Faculty should expect to work in an online
College Composition and Communication (n.d.) environment as regular part of teaching duties
Deal, et al., (n.d) 6 Tenure Y Faculty encouraged to use online work as 
scholarly research more likely to produce work
Deal, et al., (n.d.) 6 Tenure Y Tenure committee members must be trained to 
evaluate e-scholarship
Farmer (1997) 4 Tenure Y Online course design not considered scholarly, 
no incentive to pursue
Frayer (1999) 6 Tenure Y Institution recognized need to incorporate 
scholarship into tenure
e-
Giannoni, et al., 
(2003)
1 Load0 Y Faculty want online courses counted as in load
Giannoni, et al., 
(2003)
1 Tenure Y Designing and teaching online seen as 
detrimental to tenure prospects
Gold (2001) 1 Compensate"1 Y Teachers prefer release time over money for 
designing online courses
'  “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report o f proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, ‘’4’’ refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Tenure” refers considering online design, delivery, and sharing of online expertise as scholarship 
‘ “Load” refers to whether online courses are considered part of faculty load or as overload 
i  “Compensate" refers to methods o f compensation for online design and delivery
74
Table 9 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Green (1997) 5 Tenure6 Y Little reward, sometimes penalty, for including 
e-scholarship in tenure plan
Gurgevich, et al., 
(2003)
6 Tenure Y Perm State currently revising tenure guidelines 
related to technology use
Hutchings, et al., 
(1999)
4 Tenure Y Scholarship of teaching different from scholarly 
teaching
Hutchings, et al., 
(1999)
4 Tenure Y Technology is influencing discussions of 
scholarship
Kieman (2000) 3 Tenure Y Chronicle article citing e-scholarship training 
at Indiana University
Kieman (2000) 3 Tenure Y Junior faculty fear time spent on e-scholarship 
will not be valued
Kieman (2000) 3 Tenure Y Tenure committee members must be trained to 
evaluate e-scholarship
Kieman (2000) 3 Tenure Y Climate is right for revision of tenure guidelines
Maitland (2000) 6 Load0 Y NEA survey: online teaching/design takes more 
time than with campus-based courses
Maitland (2000) 6 Tenure Y No efforts to count online work towards tenure 
requirements
Maitland (2000) 6 Tenure Y E-scholarship efforts should be peer-reviewed
Meyer (2002) 1 Load Y Online courses should be counted as part of load
Meyer (2002) 1 Tenure Y Tenure policies that support online design are 
more likely to encourage faculty to design online
Newman, et al., 
(2001)
3 Timed N Online teaching does not take significantly more 
time/effort
* “1" refers to original research, “2” refers to report o f proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4" refers to philosophical 
article, “5" refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Tenure” refers considering online design, delivery, and sharing of online expertise as scholarship 
'  “Load" refers to whether online courses are considered part of faculty load or as overload 
a “Time” refers to the amount of time needed to design and teach online courses
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Table 9 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
O’Quinn, et al., 
(2002)
1 Load*5 Y Workload issues deter some faculty from 
considering designing/teaching online
Parker (2003) 5 Compensate0 N Extra compensation ranked as highly as release 
time as motive to design
Rice (n.d.) 4 Tenured Y Original research not the only form of 
scholarship
Rice (n.d.) 4 Tenure Y Redefine scholarship to attract knowledge-based 
workers to teaching
Rice (n.d.) 4 Tenure Y Scholarship of teaching different from scholarly 
teaching
Wagner, et al., 
(1999)
3 Compensate Y Faculty need to negotiate release time for online 
design and delivery
Weiser (1997) 2 Tenure Y Oregon State tenure guidelines include 
integration of technology projects
Western Cooper- 2 Tenure Y 
ative for Educational Telecomm. (2003)
Quality benchmarks include consideration of 
online design as e-scholarship
Why Would Anyone Do This?
The adage “time is money” took on new meaning for those involved in the design and 
delivery of online courses. Faculty found it difficult to carve out the time they needed to design 
online courses, and administrators were hard-pressed to find the money to finance the ever­
growing technology infrastructure. The time needed to design an interactive online course was 
significantly greater than the time required to design a traditional face-to-face course, a point 
upon which every participant agreed, including the two participants who served in a professional 
development capacity. In contrast to the popular belief that the time demands lessened once the
11 “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience 
b “Load” refers to whether online courses are considered part o f faculty load or as overload 
c “Compensate” refers to methods of compensation for online design and delivery 
d "Tenure” refers considering online design, delivery, and sharing of online expertise as scholarship
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course was created, participants found that the design demands were being replaced by 
communication demands, in the form of private e-mails from students and public postings in 
discussion boards. Marty agreed that the time demands on faculty did not lessen but were only 
redirected:
With the introduction of e-mail, that notion of not having as much work on the back end 
with an online course, I think is starting to erode. Suddenly, students can reach you 24-7, 
and that’s certainly an issue each faculty member gets to wrestle with.
As participants wrestled with this issue, they also wrestled with the notion of what constituted fair 
recompense for their online efforts. Two areas that surfaced as concerns were (1) workload and 
compensation issues and (2) the need to redefine scholarship as it applied to the tenure and 
promotion process.
Workload and Compensation
Faculty participants searched for ways to open time in their schedules to work on their 
online courses in the face of financial constraints that made assigning fewer classes or receiving a 
stipend less likely. Leslie spoke to the heart of the issue: “Where do you put the increase in 
tuition to balance out a lower load, either number-wise or course-wise? ....A surcharge in tuition 
would be a way to go.” While an increase in tuition would be as unpalatable to faculty and 
administrators as it would be to students, both institutions had already begun to transfer some of 
the costs of online education to their online students, in the form of an “access fee” or “tuition 
differential.” However, these fees were not sufficient to allow either school to regularly grant 
release time or pay faculty stipends for online work.
In their study of senior level faculty, Giannoni and Tesone (2003) concluded that release 
time and technical support were more motivating for faculty than an additional stipend. Release 
time was also the centerpiece of an initiative at Wake Forest University as part of its “Computer- 
Enhanced Learning Initiative,” where faculty received a one-semester release from one course to 
investigate and design technology-related learning materials (Wicker and Boyd, 2003).
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Administrative participants searched for ways in which to grant their faculty release time, 
and several of them (Leslie, Robin, and Clair) expressed their willingness to consider a reduced 
workload either during the same semester the faculty member was teaching the online class or the 
semester before. Clair went as far as suggesting the release time might extend to a year or two, 
but none of the administrators thought any long-term release time option would be feasible with 
current financial constraints at both institutions, a point upon which faculty concurred. Yet, when 
faculty participants were asked if they had ever been granted release time, none of them had, 
although several of them had raised the issue with their deans or chairs. Francis, Kelly, and 
Jordan had received additional stipends to design a course, but those stipends occurred early in 
the history of the institution and were the result of specific work-for-hire arrangements where the 
institution owned the completed course and could assign it to other faculty to teach. Taylor, along 
with other faculty participants, believed release time was crucial: “Creativity isn’t cheap and it 
doesn’t come easily. Teachers need the time to do it.”
Robin participated in program designed to address some of the issues related to release 
time or compensation while serving as an administrator at another institution. He described the 
program as one in which a faculty member could “bank credits.” Faculty who designed online 
courses or undertook further training in online design and delivery were able to “bank” time that 
could be used later to reduce their workload for a particular semester. This was very similar to an 
idea that Shannon, a participant from the first study, suggested to administrators at the Centerville 
campus several years ago but one that was never implemented.
The need to implement some method of compensation was apparent in the minds of 
faculty participants, who spoke in unison about their preference for release time. In addition to 
Taylor’s comments earlier about needing the time to be creative, Jordan also focused on the need 
for release time at Centerville: “We should have release time, so that people can prepare 
appropriately, have the time to think that through.” The situation was much the same for faculty 
at State University, where Chris acknowledged the problem:
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We have to find a way to reward faculty if they are developing these courses that are 
pretty tough to develop and then equally as tough to manage. You can’t hold them to all 
of the other requirements of the profession and then say, ‘Fine. Do this course and then 
do a good job of it.’
The issue of fairness to faculty who chose not to teach online was also raised by 
participants. Participants agreed that it might not be considered “fair” for faculty who design 
online courses to get additional salary or a reduced workload while those teaching traditional 
face-to-face courses were not getting the same benefit, but some participants (Leslie, Robin, 
Jordan, Francis, and Gale) noted that benefits such as a reduced workload or additional salary 
were a way to encourage faculty to do something they might not otherwise have done. Gale 
observed that the incentives would not be likely to last forever: “I think the issue is that the 
payment usually got started because you had to incent people to do something they would not 
normally do, and so a lot of those payment schemes actually have fallen away. As institutions 
have budget cuts that’s one of the first things to go.”
The fact that these incentives might create a “divide” between faculty who designed 
online courses and those who did not was acknowledged by participants, with Taylor and Gale 
representing the range of views on this issue. Taylor believed that if faculty designing online 
courses were paid an additional sum for their work, then faculty who were designing new face-to- 
face classes should be paid as well: “What's fair is fair. Curriculum work should be treated the 
same [pause] for all. Work is work.” It should be noted that Taylor had not taught an online 
course yet but was designing an online course to be used as part of a faculty development 
program. Taylor acknowledged there was no set deadline for the course he was designing for 
faculty, and the course represented a personal initiative rather than an administrative request.
At the other end of the spectrum, Gale did not believe that singling out some faculty for 
compensation represented anything new in higher education, and faculty who were concerned 
about possible “caste systems” were out of touch with what was happening already at their
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institutions: “I find it a little naive, because there’s obviously a caste system already. There’s the 
business faculty, there’s the arts faculty. We have caste systems in place between the senior 
professors and the junior professors. Excuse me, get over yourselves.”
In addition to compensation, the issue of whether online courses would be counted as “in­
load” or “overload” surfaced often, revealing a distinct difference between Centerville and State 
University. All of the faculty participants who taught online courses at the Centerville campus 
did so as part of their regular workload, although they were not granted release time to design or 
teach the courses. If a faculty participant from State University wanted to teach a course that was 
wholly online, as opposed to a hybrid course, the course would generally need be offered through 
the distance education division and taken as an overload unless it were part of an online degree 
program.
In discussing the idea of faculty overloads, Robin noted that over time, assigning faculty 
to teach an overload could create problems for an institution when it went through re­
accreditation. He related an experience at another institution he was familiar with where faculty 
in several departments were accepting overloads in their disciplines through a distance education 
division on a regular basis, rather than taking the overload through their own academic 
departments. When the accrediting agency investigated the situation, it reached the conclusion 
that the assignment of overloads through the distance division was an attempt to obscure the fact 
that faculty were routinely being asked to teach more than the regular load, and the institution 
was cited by the accrediting agency.
Administrative participants at both institutions noted the difficulty in granting release 
time for faculty members due to budget constraints but agreed that if it were possible for them to 
do so, they would consider it. As participants noted earlier, in the current fiscal climate, it was 
unlikely that faculty members would be granted release time to design and teach online courses, 
so the institutions began to consider alternatives to release time, such as redefining what would 
constitute scholarly activity.
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R edefin ing  Scholarship
Clair was the first participant to suggest that faculty members might be able to consider 
their efforts to design online courses as a part of their scholarship in the tenure process. Bates 
(2000) noted that many faculty members were reluctant to commit significant time to online 
design and teaching if the effort carried no weight with tenure committees. A redefinition of 
scholarship to include online design and delivery efforts could have a significant impact for 
faculty at State University, where Clair was a senior administrator. Considering online design 
efforts as scholarship would have less of an impact at the Centerville campus, where the faculty 
were part of a collective bargaining unit and did not go through a tenure review process. 
Nonetheless, as Casey and Robin noted, faculty at the Centerville campus would be expected to 
design professional development plans in consultation with administrators in the near future. 
Thus, any departure from the traditionally accepted definitions of scholarship had the potential to 
affect faculty at Centerville as well. For this portion of the study, however, I did not interview 
Centerville faculty on the aspect of tenure, since none of them had gone through a tenure review 
process at other institutions.
Faculty and administrators at State University, however, were asked their opinions of 
Clair's idea, and they responded enthusiastically to the theory behind the idea, while being 
pragmatic about how it might be put into practice. Of the three faculty participants at State 
University, Gale and Chris were the only tenure-track faculty. Francis had a full-time 
appointment in an administrative area and taught online courses under a work-for-hire contract, 
with no immediate intentions of seeking a faculty position, so I did not interview him in depth on 
this subject.
At State University, as at most universities, tenure and promotion committees considered 
teaching, service, and scholarship (the “three-legged-stool”) as part of faculty evaluation. The 
consensus amongst faculty and administrators at State University was that scholarship tended to 
be valued most highly in practice, in part because scholarly activity was more readily quantified
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for a committee in terms of numbers of articles published, types of grants awarded, and 
acceptance of original research outside the institution, and in part due to tradition. Chris 
highlighted the difference between theory and practice when it came to tenure: “I think that we 
may say a lot about different things, but when it comes to the bottom line, it’s, ‘How much 
research have you done, and how much have you published?’” Marty agreed, “We continue to 
reward faculty for research more than we do for teaching.” Clair noted that this focus on 
scholarship was to be expected at an institution like State University: “This is a research 
university, and it’s based on the premise, often unexamined, that the best teachers are 
intellectually engaged in their disciplines.”
Two participants, Gale and Chris, referenced Boyer’s (1990) seminal work on the subject 
of scholarship, Scholarship Reconsidered. In his landmark report for the Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching, Boyer (1990) attested to the primacy of scholarship in tenure 
decisions: “According to the dominant view, to be a scholar is to be a researcher—and 
publication is the primary yardstick by which scholarly productivity is measured” (p. 2). Boyer 
was just as blunt in debunking the claim that teaching, research, and service were valued equally 
at institutions: “Almost all colleges pay lip service to the trilogy of teaching, research, and 
service, but when it comes to making judgments about professional performance, the three rarely 
are assigned equal merit” (p. 15).
Boyer (1990) proposed a four-pronged definition of scholarship which has been adopted 
by some colleges and universities and which continues to be debated at many more. This revised 
version of scholarship was divided into the scholarships of discovery, integration, application, 
and teaching. Discovery scholarship most closely approximates what is currently understood as 
original research. Boyer (1990) defined the scholarship of integration as “serious, disciplined 
work that seeks to interpret, draw together, and bring new light to bear on original research” (p. 
19). The research one attempted to integrate could be one’s own or someone else’s. The
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scholarship of application was related to research or activities that provided some tangible benefit 
to some group, such as the research on crop yields at extension centers.
The form of scholarship that would be of most immediate interest for participants, and 
the form that has been the subject of much debate in the area of online education and elsewhere, 
was the scholarship of teaching. Hutchings and Shulman (1999) contended that since the 
publication of Boyer’s book, the scholarship of teaching emerged as “a catalyst for thought and 
action” (Paragraph 3). This form of scholarship, according to Boyer (1990), encompassed being 
widely read and intellectually engaged, with a pedagogy that had been planned and reviewed, 
focusing on one’s discipline. Administrators who might balk at reconsidering how their 
institutions define scholarship for their faculty were courting disaster, according to Boyer (1990): 
“Such a suffocatingly restricted view of scholarship leads frequently to burnout or plateaus of 
performance as faculty are expected to do essentially the same things, year after year” (p. 43).
Gilbert (2004) agreed that burnout was a distinct possibility, especially amongst 
pioneering faculty who volunteered to assist others in their efforts to integrate technology in their 
teaching, only to find that their charitable impulses came at a cost: “They are often overburdened 
and underrespected, subject to burnout and missing steps in promotion and tenure” (“III. Why 
Bother, C. Lifelong Professional Development,” Paragraph 10).
A group of faculty and administrators at Pennsylvania State University acknowledged 
this burnout as well, as they described their efforts to suggest innovative ways in which their 
institution could recognize the scholarship of teaching, in particular, teaching in a distance mode 
(Gurgevich, Hyman, and Alter, 2003). Membership on the committee grew to include 
representatives from the state’s Commonwealth Education System, Cheyney University of 
Pennsylvania, and the Rodale Institute Experimental Farm. The group was committed to reform, 
extending their original six-to-tweive month schedule of monthly meetings to fifteen months, 
when they realized they could not complete their work in the original timeframe.
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The model they used to develop their “UniSCOPE” scholarship model was similar to the 
Project Management approach described by Bates (2000). At the time of this study, the 
UniSCOPE project was in its final stages, with presentations scheduled in several formats for 
stakeholders: as a position paper, as part of a university-wide conference and series of 
workshops, and as an Internet forum (Gurgevich, Hyman, and Alter, 2003). The goal for the 
project was to “contribute to the emergence of an academic culture that equitably recognizes, 
respects, and rewards all dimensions of scholarship” (Gurgevich, Hyman, and Alter, 2003, “III. 
Conclusion,” Paragraph 1).
In the process of creating UniSCOPE, one of the models used by Penn State was the 
Oregon State University (OSU) model, which was also mentioned by Gale and Chris during 
interviews. This model had been adopted at OSU and represented a faculty-led effort (Weiser, 
1997). Boyer’s influence could be clearly seen in the institution’s new definition of scholarship 
as “creative intellectual work that is validated by peers and communicated— including creative 
artistry and the discovery, integration, and development of knowledge” (Weiser, 1997, Paragraph 
1). Of particular interest was OSU’s willingness to recognize and value collaboration as a part of 
scholarship. From a bureaucratic standpoint, the new definitions paved the way for elimination of 
separate tenure and promotion guidelines for each department and college at the institution.
Rice (n.d.) acknowledged in his report for the Carnegie Foundation that the need to 
attract the brightest minds to education was a driving force behind the redefinition of scholarship. 
The current definition used at many institutions, he said, was ill suited to the needs and demands 
of a knowledge-based society. Rice focused his attention primarily on the scholarship of 
teaching, because he says it was the least understood of Boyer’s four categories of scholarship.
He noted that under the traditional model used for tenure and promotion, teaching and scholarship 
might appear to be antithetical, but it was necessary for educators at all levels to challenge this 
model. It was equally important to realize that “quality teaching requires substantive scholarship
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that builds on, but is distinct from original research, and that this scholarly effort needs to be 
honored and rewarded” (Rice, n.d., “Scholarship: An Enlarged View,” Paragraph 9).
Other administrative participants at State University supported Clair's idea of revising 
tenure guidelines to include online design and teaching activities under the heading of 
scholarship. In supporting a revision of tenure guidelines, administrators recognized what the 
Conference on College Composition and Communication (n.d.) noted the key features of online 
work that merit tenure consideration: collaborative efforts between faculty; the blurring of 
distinctions between teaching, service, and scholarship; and the emergence of new venues in 
which to view and assess faculty efforts, with an instructor’s a web page capable of providing as 
compelling an example of her scholarship as a ream of journal publications.
Jamie agreed that teaching was an area of tenure that was being redefined in the online 
and on campus environments, and he added that evaluation tools were now being developed at 
State University to measure teaching effectiveness, which might include a faculty member’s 
ability to function well in an online environment. At present, given the preeminence of 
scholarship in tenure reviews, the willingness of a senior administrator such as Clair to consider 
the work done for an online course as a part of one’s scholarship might be viewed favorably by 
faculty at State University. Chris and Gale agreed with Clair that a faculty member’s initial 
efforts to design online courses could be treated as a form of scholarly research. Chris was careful 
to note, however, that simply designing and teaching online, by itself, did not rise to the level of 
scholarship: “It’s one thing to study your [teaching] practice and then reflect on it and then make 
changes....What makes it then scholarly is when you share with your colleagues what it is that 
you discovered.”
Weiser (1997) noted that as Oregon State University revised its tenure and promotion 
guidelines, it too made a distinction between scholarly teaching and the scholarship of teaching as 
did Hutchings and Shulman (1999). When the results of one’s teaching experience were 
communicated to and validated by peers in one’s discipline, the threshold for the scholarship of
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teaching would be met, according to Weiser (1997). Hutchings and Shulman (1999) noted that to 
qualify as scholarship, one’s publication of his or her teaching experiences and lessons learned 
would need to be available to be critiqued, evaluated, and presented in a form that others could 
use to build upon in their own teaching and research.
Both Gale and Chris supported the theory behind this redefinition of scholarship but had 
reservations about how the theory might be put into practice by tenure review committees. They 
both expressed the desire for specific, written guidelines in this area for faculty and tenure 
committees to use during the tenure and promotion process. Bolger and Sprow (2002) 
commented on the dilemma of theory and practice when it came to tenure review, citing a 1995 
study by Cronin and Overfelt of tenure documents at 35 of the top 50 public and private 
institutions (as ranked in the 1993 US News and World Report college guide). During their 
research, Cronin and Overfelt received a number of unsolicited comments that suggested to them 
“that there may be (or, there may be potential for) [parentheses are Cronin’s and Overfelt’s] 
inconsistencies in interpretation and practice, both within and across institutions” (as cited in 
Bolger and Sprow, 2002, p. 4).
In light of the gap between theory and practice, both Gale and Chris said that in addition 
to specific guidelines describing how this form of scholarship would count towards fulfilling 
tenure requirements, they would also like to see evidence that tenure committee members had 
received training in how to apply the new guidelines before they were willing to commit to 
including their online scholarship in their tenure applications. Kieman (2000) addressed the issue 
of training tenure reviewers how to evaluate digital scholarship as part of a review of a case-study 
tenure review process used at Indiana University. Boschmann (1998) noted that tenure decisions 
were often made by committee members with a different frame of reference than many of the 
tenure candidates. Tenure committee members continued to evaluate newer faculty under the 
guidelines they themselves had been evaluated, even when the guidelines had changed
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(Boschmann, 1998). Boschmann (1998) warned that this gulf would be “nearly unbridgeable” in 
the near future (“The Issues,” Paragraph 4).
If institutions wanted to encourage faculty to consider designing and teaching online 
courses, they would need to move beyond a reliance on intrinsic motivators for faculty, 
particularly as the demand for online courses increase (Giannoni and Tesone, 2003). A plan of 
action that combined a revision of reward structures with renewed efforts to nurture faculty had 
the potential to revitalize faculty who currently labored under the heavy demands of scholarship, 
service, and teaching. The ways in which Centerville and State University attempted to nurture 
their faculty are described in the next section, “Where Can I Turn for Help?”
The literature review summarized for this theme appears in Table 10. I reviewed thirty 
sources for this theme, as it emerged as a significant one for participants. Of those sources, eight 
were original research, seven were philosophical articles, five were reviews of literature, and 
another five were reports of proceedings. In addition, there were three accounts of personal 
experience and two news articles appearing in professional journals. There was only one 
example of disconfirming evidence from the Institute for Higher Education Policy (2000). In that 
source, the importance of ongoing faculty training was recognized as an important factor in the 
success of an online course, but the benchmarks developed by members of the institute did not 
include training in online pedagogy for faculty. Following Table 10, readers will find the 
narrative describing participants’ experiences as they sought help in designing and teaching 
online courses.
Table 10
Where Can ITum for Help?_________________________________________________________
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Achtemeier, 1 Train Y Faculty lack training to use/manage online
et al., (2003) discussion tools
" “ 1" refers to original research, “2” refers to report o f proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Train” refers to the type of training offered for faculty who will be designing and teaching online courses
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Table 10 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Bates (2000) 4 Nurtureb Y Faculty members need more nurturing than they 
have received to date
Bates (2000) 4 Teanf Y Team approach creates higher quality online 
courses
Bates (2000) 4 Traind Y Faculty are asking for pedagogical training to 
design and teach online
Bates, et al., 
(2003)
4 Team Y Systems approach used in business works well 
for design teams
Bates, et al., 
(2003)
4 Train Y Faculty not trained in best use of online design 
techniques
Beaudoin (2003) 4 Team Y Administrative support creation of teams to 
support faculty in design/delivery
Berge, et al., 
(2003)
5 Train Y Benefits of training not realized unless training 
is ongoing
Blurton (1994) 3 Train Y Notes common complaint of faculty that 
training focuses on technology
Compora (2003) 1 Train Y Institutions surveyed provided no large-scale, 
ongoing training for faculty
Conference on 4 Nurture Y Faculty designing online will need technology 
College Composition and Communication (n.d.) and pedagogy mentors
Frayer (1999) 6 Nurture Y Emphasize important of establishing regular 
conversation mechanism
Giannoni, et al., 
(2003)
1 Nurture Y Especially important for administrators to 
nurture senior faculty in tech integration
Gilbert (2004) 4 Nurture Y Advocates regular "technology roundtables" at 
division/institutional level
Gilbert (2004) 4 Train Y Challenge for training is pedagogy, not 
technology
'  “ 1 ” refers to original research, “2” refers to report o f proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4" refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Nurture” refers to methods used to encourage and support faculty who design and teach online courses 
c “Team” refers to the concept o f working with a team to design online courses
“ “Train” refers to the type o f training offered for faculty who will be designing and teaching online courses
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Table 10 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Gold (2001) 1 Train” Y Training should be over long period of time and 
be offered online
Green (1997) 5 Team0 Y Team approach creates higher quality online 
courses
Hutchings, et al., 
(1999)
4 Nurture” Y Need to create a culture where innovative 
scholarship will thrive
Indiana Higher 2 Train Y 
Education Telecommunications System (1999)
Supports pedagogical training for faculty, and 
ongoing training
Institute for 1 Nurture 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Mentoring an important factor in faculty success
Institute for 1 Train 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
N Faculty Support benchmarks for training do not 
include pedagogical training
Institute for 1 Train 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Faculty training should be ongoing
McNaught (2002) 6 Train Y Use release time to offer training to faculty
Maitland (2000) 6 Team Y Team approach better method for time and 
pedagogy demands
Merisotis (1999) 5 Nurture Y Faculty teaching online feel isolated, lack of 
administrative support
Meyer (2003a) 5 Team Y Faculty called upon to be content provider and 
course designer online
O’Quinn, et al., 
(2002)
1 Train Y Faculty need training on best teaching methods 
for online courses
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 Train Y Most faculty not getting the type of training they 
need to teach online courses
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 Nurture Y Administrators involved more than faculty in 
choice of courses to offer online
° “1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
b “Train” refers to the type of training offered for faculty who will be designing and teaching online courses 
c “Team" refers to the concept o f  working with a team to design online courses
1 “Nurture” refers to methods used to encourage and support faculty who design and teach online courses
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Table 10 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Parker (2003) 5 Nurture5 Y Future of distance education hinges on 
encouraging faculty to consider
Parker (2003) 5 Team0 Y Many institutions now use design teams for 
online course projects
Parker (2003) 5 Traind Y Faculty need training on best teaching methods 
for online courses
Ragan (1999) 2 Train Y Quality instruction online begins with 
pedagogical training to teach online
Robson, et al., 
(2003)
3 Nurture Y Establish climate that encourages sharing, 
rewards innovations
Rogers (1983) 4 Nurture Y Innovation driven by administrative decision is 
faster, but has less buy in from "laggards"
Rogers (1983) 4 Nurture Y Change agents can be individuals/agencies
Twigg (2001a) 2 Team Y Team approach better method for time and 
pedagogy demands
Weatherly, et a l, 
(2003)
1 Train Y Needs of e-pedagogy must take precedence over 
technology training
Western Assoc- 2 Train 
iation of Schools and Colleges (2001)
Y Ongoing for technical, design, and effective 
interaction strategies
Wicker, et al., 
(2003)
2 Team Y Wake Forest experience with team concept 
supported by faculty
Wicker, et al., 2 Nurture Y Strong administrative support led to successful 
technology-integration program
* “]" refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience
6 “Nurture” refers to methods used to encourage and support faculty who design and teach online courses 
c “Team" refers to the concept of working with a team to design online courses
i  “Train” refers to the type o f training offered for faculty who will be designing and teaching online courses
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Where Can I Turn for Help?
The method of nurturing faculty who designed and taught online courses emerged as 
significant for faculty and administrators, as readers will see in the narrative that follows. This 
theme has been divided into five categories: (1) participants’ perceptions of the support currently 
available for online education; (2) the types of support that were available and the ease with 
which that support could be accessed, (3) the availability of mentoring, (4) the risks and benefits 
of using a team approach to designing online courses, and (5) the type of training offered by the 
institution. Readers will note some overlap in these areas, as one method of nurturing has the 
capacity to affect other methods. The divisions are, to a certain extent, artificial, but useful for 
the purposes of discussion and for organizing the narrative.
Perceptions o f Support
Both institutions had a long history of providing technology training and development 
opportunities for faculty, as well as funding off-campus opportunities for faculty to attend 
conferences and workshops or work on individual projects. Often faculty undertook these efforts 
as part of a tenure or professional development plan. Casey emphasized the importance of 
administrative support for faculty in this area, adding that it was essential for the professional 
development to be planned in consultation with an administrator, who might then be in a position 
to assist the faculty member or alert the faculty member to opportunities that might otherwise go 
unnoticed.
A significant element in a professional development plan for Centerville faculty, 
according to Casey, was faculty members’ efforts to upgrade technology skills in order to 
discover innovative ways to integrate that technology into teaching practices. Casey expressed a 
particular willingness to tap discretionary funds for conferences where faculty would have the 
opportunity to see how technological advances had been used by other educators. Chris agreed 
that conferences could be effective ways of educating and motivating faculty, but he believed 
faculty who wanted to attend conferences needed to be supported to a larger extent than they had
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been in the past at State University. When asked to comment on the level of support for online 
education in his department, Chris widened the scope of the question: “Let’s go campus-wide. It 
isn’t there. I think what happens is there’s good intentions. They say, ‘We’re going to provide 
you with the equipment, and we’re going to provide you with some support,’...and that’s where 
the support stops.”
Chris cited a recent conference his institution hosted as an example of the lack of support. 
The keynote speakers at the conference were people with international reputations in the area of 
online education, and the conference was expected to attract educators from a wide area. Chris 
noted that faculty at the hosting institution were not given any particular incentive to attend the 
conference in the form of free or reduced admission. The conference fee was not a substantial 
one, but Chris felt that the failure of the institution to make this offer to its own faculty members 
indicated a lack of willingness to support faculty members’ efforts to explore and develop 
technology-related projects. Chris felt the university lost one of the primary advantages of having 
faculty members attend conferences. Often those attending would bring back ideas to share with 
members of their own departments, and as a result, local workshops and seminars could spring up 
to build on the ideas expressed at the conference.
Gale agreed with Chris that conferences were an excellent way for faculty to see the 
possibilities of online education, and she also agreed that faculty would need more incentive to 
attend those conference, perhaps in the form of departmental sponsorships, where the faculty 
member would then return and share his or her experiences with other faculty in ongoing “brown 
bag” sessions. Gale would like administrators to provide more of these opportunities for faculty, 
and at the same time, to emphasize to their faculty that learning to use technology effectively in 
their teaching was an expectation. Gale, like Chris, said there was little support for online 
education in her department: “When I bring it up [the need to be involved in online learning] to 
faculty in my department, they are less than enthusiastic.”
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Of the faculty participants at State University, only Francis felt that online efforts were 
supported, “1 think there’s a huge amount of support, all the way from the president on down.” It 
should also be noted that Francis worked in the distance education office, which had received 
grants and other funds to hire design team members. This office also sponsored the conference 
Chris mentioned earlier. Marty and Clair believed there was support for online education across 
the campus, although Clair described her approach to supporting faculty efforts as more bottom- 
up than top-down: “To a certain extent, I wait for things to bubble up from faculty members, 
departments.”
One expression of support was the conference Chris mentioned earlier, which received 
funding from a variety of institutional sources. Cody participated in the planning for the 
conference and had a more active role this year’s conference than in the past. Cody noted that 
faculty participated in the planning to a larger extent in this year’s conference. Funds for the 
conference were provided largely through the offices of the Chief Information Officer. The 
distance education division worked with both the faculty development office and the academic 
technology center to plan and promote the conference, but Cody noted that the collaborative 
efforts had not yet reached the point where the various groups were able to combine their efforts 
to assist individual faculty members in the integration of technology.
At the Centerville campus, participants said there was support for online efforts in theory, 
but in practice faculty participants believed administrators did not have an accurate picture of the 
intricacies of online design. When asked to comment on how administrators perceived the work 
involved in online course design, Jordan said that her experience had left her with the impression 
that they had “not a clue... .Tve heard administrators make comments, ‘What’s the big deal? 
Anybody can teach online.’” Jordan designed and conducted several workshops for faculty and 
administrators about the course platform software the college used, but only one administrator 
attended, although several administrators had signed up for the sessions. Jordan acknowledged 
that administrators had many demands on their time, as did the faculty members who attended,
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but she was particularly concerned that a number of administrators had requested to be notified 
about the training, had signed up for the training, and then failed to attend. Jordan believed that 
might send a message to faculty about the relative importance of training at the institution.
Faculty members seeking assistance with online design and delivery were also faced with 
conflicting messages about where to go for that training, which will be discussed in the next 
section.
Seeking Help
Figuring out where to go for help in designing online courses was not always a simple 
matter for participants at State University, and it revealed some difficult political realities at the 
institution. Clair believed that the institution’s faculty development office would be the best 
place to provide assistance to faculty considering teaching online, but other participants at State 
University said they had sought assistance from a variety of other sources at the university. 
Faculty members at State University had a number of places to choose from for technology 
training and faculty development, but the number of choices may have created a problem of its 
own. If faculty members were designing an off-campus course, they could work alone until they 
were ready to present the course to the distance education office, or they could work directly with 
the distance education office design team. As Marty described the various ways in which faculty 
could seek assistance, she characterized the dividing lines between organizations that provided 
training as “fuzzy.”
Two organizations that appeared to have the “fuzziest” lines for faculty participants were 
the academic technology center and the faculty development office. If faculty were working with 
technology to augment an on-campus course or simply wanted to learn how to use a piece of 
technology for their own use, they could seek assistance from the academic technology center 
where Cody was employed. The faculty development office mentioned by Clair was another 
place faculty could visit for assistance. Jamie, who directed the office, described his efforts to 
provide technology-related sessions as part of faculty development. Several “brown bag”
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sessions had been offered, and Jamie’s office continued to provide funds for conferences and for 
summer grants that would allow faculty to work on a number of projects, including those that 
were technology-related.
Although Jamie attempted to coordinate some faculty development offerings with the 
academic technology center, the logistics and some of the political issues involved hampered 
those efforts. Jamie referred to the political issues as “the hot button.” The politics of “turf’ had 
stymied her efforts to collaborate, although she acknowledged that “the faculty need it, and yes, it 
would make sense to be working together.” Chris agreed with the need for cooperation in this 
area: “We need to have a forum for ongoing discussions with faculty in a traditional context and 
with online faculty.” At the time of the study, however, Jamie had no further plans for a joint 
effort with the academic technology center, although he did not rule it out in the future. He 
acknowledged there were some concerns at a number of levels about overlapping responsibilities 
and there was a need for clarification in this area, an issue that Marty indicated she was 
considering in her role as interim chief information officer for the institution.
At the Centerville campus, participants had access to faculty development programs 
coordinated by a group of faculty members who had received a grant to expand their efforts. The 
focus of the grant was active learning, however, rather than the use of technology. Taylor and 
Kelly (members of the faculty group) did not rule out technology as a future topic, however, if 
faculty members expressed significant interest in that area.
In addition to faculty development opportunities, participants at State University also 
sought help from the academic technology center, particularly when they wanted to explore the 
possibilities of a specific technology that they were considering for their online or on-campus 
courses. Cody noted that in her position at the academic technology center, she regularly assisted 
faculty who were looking for ways to augment their classes with technology, but she also 
acknowledged that faculty who were working on projects for the distance education office had 
occasionally sought technology assistance from her office, rather than from the distance office
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design team. This was more likely to happen when faculty members had worked with the 
academic technology center on an earlier project for an on-campus course and had developed a 
relationship with someone at the center. In cases like these, Cody’s office assisted the faculty 
member, although when the time came for the online course to be placed on the university’s 
server, the faculty member would be directed to the distance office. Francis, who worked in the 
distance office, also commented on the practice of sending faculty to different sources for similar 
kinds of help: “There’s a definite division. There’s the on-campus courses and the off-campus 
courses, where we [in the distance education office] say a course is a course and a student is a 
student....How can you put that dividing line [there]?”
Participants at the Centerville campus did not have to worry about a dividing line, but 
that was because they did not have access to a local academic technology center, although there 
was a staff member at a regional distance center on another campus who was available to assist 
faculty at multiple campuses with technology- and design-related questions. A more pressing 
issue for Centerville participants was the regional distance office. As the result of a statewide 
reorganization, Centerville had been aligned with another college, although its faculty continued 
to receive services from the regional office associated with its original college partners. At the 
time of the study, none of the faculty or administrators at Centerville had specific knowledge of 
how the distance education offices would be organized in the coming academic year, which was a 
source of concern and frustration for many of them. Casey’s concerns about how this 
reorganization might affect the college were echoed by other Centerville participants: “My 
preference is for us to make sure academics runs the show on distance ed. And by that 1 mean, 
you know, determine which classes are offered, who’s going to teach them...who gets the tuition 
and the F.Y.E.”
State University faculty had their own concerns and frustrations related to which course 
platforms they could use for their online courses. Faculty at State University could choose the 
commercial platform supported by the institution’s academic and information technology centers,
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or they could choose an “in-house” platform designed by a department within the university. 
Faculty who chose to use the institution’s “in-house” platform had only one choice for software 
training: the department that designed the software. Dana, who worked in that department, noted 
that a number of faculty from other departments had sought out training and were using the 
platform. In addition, Dana said faculty interested in using the department’s software also had 
access to members of the department’s design team, in much the same fashion as faculty who 
were designing courses with the distance education office. Marty and Clair acknowledged the 
administrative difficulties of supporting two platforms, but both agreed that the in-house software 
had been used successfully in several departments at the institution, and there were no plans to 
restrict faculty choices.
Platform choice was not an issue for faculty participants at Centerville, as only one 
platform was available. What was an issue of concern for faculty and administrators was that the 
platform would no longer be used in the coming academic year, and participants were not certain 
how and when training for the new platform would take place, since it was likely to be 
coordinated out of the regional office that still served the college.
In the literature, Bates (2000) agreed that supporting a single platform might be cost 
efficient, but no one software would fit all instructional needs, and the attempt to impose a single 
platform on faculty might be construed as a serious breach of academic freedom in a worst-case 
scenario. In addition, institutions that restricted faculty to one venue for their online courses 
could end up with an “undesirable uniform approach to teaching across all subjects” (Bates, 2000, 
p. 203). This would appear to confirm Gale’s earlier concern about establishing prescriptive 
quality benchmarks, with the possible result being a “one size fits all” approach to course design.
Participants at both institutions supported efforts to establish regular forums for faculty 
and administrators to discuss issues related to technology and online pedagogy as a way to 
demonstrate support for online learning. Casey suggested the initiative might come from division 
chairs, who could bring faculty together from several disciplines within each division as a starting
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point. At State University, however, Chris noted that discussions at this level were not happening 
with any regularity with issues that surfaced in traditional classrooms, and he doubted discussions 
related to online teaching issues would be any more likely. He mentioned noon seminar sessions 
on online teaching issues sponsored by the university’s faculty development office and the 
academic technology center, but he characterized them as infrequent. Gale theorized that one of 
the reasons faculty were not as involved in discussions about teaching across the campus was due 
to some faculty members’ perceptions of pedagogy as something to be taken for granted and not 
worth discussing.
Cody’s experience in the academic technology center was different from other 
participants. She described her efforts to find faculty and other experts interested in serving on 
panels to talk to teachers about technology and said it was not difficult to find people who wanted 
to be on the panel. She observed that panelists seemed to enjoy what they were talking about and 
communicated that enthusiasm to their audience. A note about Cody’s approach to assisting 
faculty is in order at this point as a possible explanation of why her experience getting faculty and 
others involved in discussions about online learning was different from the experiences of Other 
participants. Her name surfaced frequently in early interviews with participants, as noted in 
Chapter II, so I decided to include her in the study. On every occasion where her name surfaced, 
participants were emphatic about her technological proficiency, her ability to explain technology 
in terms a layperson could understand, and her demeanor, which participants uniformly 
characterized as pleasant and calming, even in the face of technical difficulties during training.
Notwithstanding the difficulties involved in gathering people to talk about online issues, 
Marty believed efforts must be made because of the benefits that might be realized from such 
discussions of support. When faculty sat down with instructional designers in Marty's division, 
she said it might have been the first time many of them had conversations with someone else 
about pedagogy, about how they were going to “teach” students online when the option to lecture 
was no longer possible. When these faculty members began having conversations with designers
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and later with other faculty members in their disciplines, Marty used the term “popcorn effect” to 
describe the results, a term she had gleaned from reading research in this area. One person’s idea 
sparked an idea from someone else in the group, and the process continued to expand until all of 
the people in the group were sharing and commenting on each other’s ideas. This had the 
potential to lead to better course design and pedagogy, in Marty’s opinion.
Gale referred to similar concept, which she described as the “viral theory of professional 
development.” In this case, one person who had received technology training and discovered 
ways to use it in a classroom would “infect” another faculty member with his or her enthusiasm 
for the method. The “virus” could eventually spread through an entire department. The 
enthusiastic faculty member would indeed be an asset to a department attempting to integrate 
technology, but that person would not be able to carry the burden alone. This need to share the 
burden of technology development led many participants to discuss the idea of a mentoring 
relationship as a method to support faculty.
Mentoring
Administrators could serve in a mentoring capacity by working with faculty to create 
professional development plans that identified faculty members’ strengths and weaknesses, 
devising strategies to strengthen one and minimize the other, according to Casey. Gale observed 
that faculty mentoring was more of a K-12 phenomenon, although the university did provide 
mentors for new faculty. That mentoring program included a general orientation to the campus 
culture and environment, pairing new and established faculty members. Gale thought the 
mentoring program was a good model and wondered if the same sort of mentorship might be 
established for faculty who wanted to learn more about the possibilities of online instruction. She 
expressed reservations, however, about the likelihood of faculty becoming involved in this form 
of mentorship without some form of reward or recognition in the tenure and promotion process, 
particularly as it might consume a considerable amount of the faculty members’ time, both as 
“mentor” and “mentee.”
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Kelly also believed mentoring was a good idea and suggested formalizing the process by 
assigning interested faculty members to specific mentors. Kelly was concerned that relatively 
few faculty members participated in the college’s faculty development programs, and she viewed 
mentoring as a way to encourage greater participation. Leslie agreed with this idea as well. Both 
participants noted that faculty reluctance to take part in opportunities might be due to the 
pressures of time, but Kelly observed that professionals in other fields were expected to 
participate in development activities, and perhaps administrators needed to be more specific about 
their expectations for faculty in the area of professional development. The new requirement for 
faculty to submit professional development plans (noted by Casey earlier) might have an impact 
in this area, Kelly said, and she added that administrators could also encourage greater 
participation by offering more small-scale faculty development opportunities focused on 
pragmatic and practical approaches to teaching. If faculty members could see some immediate 
benefit in their classrooms, they might be more willing to participate in more in-depth faculty 
development and training.
Gilbert (2004) validated many of the concerns participants had about professional 
development opportunities. Paradoxically, as the need for professional development increased, 
the budgets that might allow faculty to travel to conferences and workshops decreased. Even 
more distressing for Gilbert was the ebbing of faculty receptivity to various forms of professional 
development, echoing Leslie's and Kelly’s earlier concerns about lack of participation. Gilbert 
suggested an extensive revamping of existing institutional development efforts involving a blend 
of online and in-person opportunities for faculty to access the development opportunities they 
desired without leaving their campus, or in some cases, their homes.
Using a combination of online and face-to-face faculty development might be a way to 
address Taylor’s concerns about initiating a technology-mentoring program. Taylor lauded the 
idea behind developing a program that would pair faculty skilled in the educational use of 
technology with those who wanted to learn more about it, but he worried that starting such a
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program might divert needed funds from the college’s existing mentoring program for new 
faculty, similar to the one at State University. He thought it might be possible to incorporate the 
two forms of mentoring into one program, but more faculty mentors would need to be selected 
and trained, which Taylor did not think was possible at the time of the study, since the faculty 
mentoring position involved release time.
Marty envisioned administrative involvement in mentoring and faculty development as a 
“win-win” situation. Faculty would have the opportunity to talk about their needs and desires for 
their online courses, and administrators would be able to learn what those needs and desires were 
and how they might be able to help. The result, Marty said, was better learning opportunities for 
students. Those learning opportunities might be enhanced if faculty had help in moving their 
online courses from the drawing board to the platform. The idea of a design team surfaced often 
in participant interviews as a way to streamline that process.
Using a Team Approach
Participants believed a team approach to designing online courses could be effective on a 
number of levels: shortening development time, spreading the workload more evenly amongst 
team members, and allowing for collaboration that would result in a superior online course. 
Gilbert (2004) viewed collaboration as a way for faculty members to reduce the stress and 
frustration related to the challenges presented by the use of technology. He noted that historical 
precedent indicated faculty were ill prepared to use new instructional technologies on their own. 
As he observed, “Many faculty and other academic professionals are underprepared and already 
too busy to take advantage on their own of new technology-based options for improving teaching, 
learning, and research” (Gilbert, 2004, “D. Other Daunting Observations,” Paragraph 1). This 
should not be surprising, Gilbert said, given the tendency for higher education to reward 
independent effort while minimizing the value of collaborative work.
This concern about how an institution might view collaborative efforts may have been an 
issue for study participants, who were not able to agree on how the faculty member’s role on a
101
design team. Clair described the relationship she saw between the faculty member and the design 
team using a racing analogy: the faculty member was the driver and the rest of the design team 
functioned as the mechanics. Both had their own unique jobs to do, but they would not need to 
venture into each other’s area of expertise. Marty’s experience with faculty who designed 
courses for the distance office confirmed that analogy. The majority of faculty who came to the 
distance office to work on their online courses preferred to function primarily as content 
providers as opposed to being involved in the technical aspects of putting the content into the 
course. Francis agreed with this interpretation and was willing to let the designers format his 
content for the online platform, since he had seen other examples of the design team’s work and 
was satisfied with the way those courses looked. Although Taylor had not yet put his course 
online, he also said he would be willing to hand the content over to a team to load into the course 
platform.
In contrast to Francis and Taylor, the remaining faculty participants (Gale, Kelly, Chris, 
and Jordan) had been designing components for online and hybrid courses for a longer period of 
time and believed it was important for the faculty member to be more involved in the design 
process. They believed that student success online would depend as much on the way the 
material was presented as it would on the material itself, so they wanted to have input into how 
their courses would look online and how information would be accessed.
From an administrative point of view, Leslie saw the design team as an entity existing 
primarily to support the faculty person in the creation of an online course, although he agreed that 
all members of the team should be free to offer suggestions on the pedagogical and technical 
aspects of the course. Ail of the faculty participants agreed that they would be willing to accept 
input from other team members, as long as the other members of the team understood that the 
faculty members were free to offer suggestions on non-content areas and that the ultimate 
responsibility for the quality of the course rested with the faculty member whose name was 
attached to the course.
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Leslie and Marty noted that as the technical experts on the design team began to work 
with faculty in a variety of disciplines, those experts might be in a much better position to offer 
suggestions to one faculty member about an approach that had worked well for another faculty 
member. Leslie and Marty thought this would cross departmental boundaries, particularly as 
designers created new ways to access course material and manage discussion boards.
One area where administrators did not see faculty becoming as involved was in 
responding to students who asked for technical help. As noted earlier, Clair viewed the roles of 
faculty and other design team members as distinctly different, the racecar driver and mechanic. 
Marty also did not think it was the faculty member’s responsibility to provide technical assistance 
to students: “Well I hope what we’re doing is telling faculty [to tell students], ‘Please call 1- 
800... or get online and go to [the institution’s help center web site], and they’ll be able to help 
you with this particular issue.’” In fact, Marty said, it might even be detrimental for students if 
faculty members offered technical help: “One of the things about technology is too many cooks 
really can screw up your computer, and my preference is we stay away from that. We have 
experts who work with the student.”
Chris, however, was emphatic that faculty needed to be able to understand the basic 
operation of whatever course platform they were using and be able to assist students with some of 
their technical questions. In his experience, students were more likely to contact the faculty 
member first if they had technical questions, since the students had already developed a 
relationship with the faculty member through the online class:
They know that there’s a tech support person someplace else, but who’s the first line of 
contact? You would be, and so have to be competent enough and knowledgeable enough 
about the technology to be able to answer some of their basic questions at least.
Even though developing some level of technical expertise would involve additional time 
for the faculty member, Chris felt that those venturing into online education should make the time 
to develop a rudimentary level of skill that allowed them to give students informed suggestions
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about where they might go for help. Jordan, Kelly, Chris and Gale, experienced online teachers 
as previously noted, developed their own versions of “technical triage” they used to suggest 
possible remedies for students with technical problems and to suggest where the student might 
turn to next for help: an online service provider, a hardware manufacturer, or a computer help 
center.
Chris noted that a distinct advantage in acquiring a basic knowledge of the course 
platform and typical browsers students might use to access the course was that the knowledge 
might be useful when the faculty member revised the course. As the faculty member made 
decisions about features that might be added or deleted from the course, he or she might consider 
the technical problems experienced by students in the previous version of the course. Gale added 
that there might be hidden costs in failing to respond to students’ request for technical assistance: 
What does that do to either his or her credibility with a student? You don’t . ..have to be a 
technological whiz and have all those answers, and expend that much time and energy, 
but there is going to be an impact if you decide not to do any of it.
Administrators appeared to want to lift the burden of complete responsibility for online 
course design from faculty shoulders. Clair expressed the prevailing sentiment amongst 
administrators, when she said one way in which an administrator could nurture faculty would be 
in “getting them to understand that they were the content experts; they didn’t have to be both 
content expert and technical expert.” Marty concurred, saying her approach with faculty members 
was to tell them: “You just worry about the content.”
Yet in some respects, as faculty participants shared, faculty wanted to, and perhaps 
needed to, share some of those burdens with the design team, to make the product more of a 
collaborative effort rather than a piece-meal project. The burdens of online design might be 
considerably lessened, however, if faculty were able to access more of the training that fit their 
needs, which is discussed in the next section.
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E ffective  Training
At both institutions, faculty participants said the training they had been offered focused 
primarily on manipulation of the platform software rather than on pedagogical techniques they 
might use to improve student learning online. Leslie expressed disappointment in this area: 
“There is no serious training for them [faculty] here other than platform training, and I’ve taken 
them to [a major metropolitan area] for training and it wasn’t good either.” Gale agreed that the 
training offered at State University also suffered in this regard, speaking from significant 
experience:
I have gone through almost all the training that they offer here, and it is all very much, 
you know, “Here’s how you manipulate [course platform software] to do what you want 
to do.” It still doesn’t tell you what you ought to be doing, or what you ought to be doing 
to achieve those learning outcomes.
Like Leslie, Gale did not think this deficiency was not limited to her institution: “There’s 
never been any training, and this is typical for all higher ed faculty, on what would be good 
course design, what would be appropriate pedagogy for some of these activities. None of that.”
It is worth noting that Gale is widely published in the area of online education and speaks from 
considerable experience.
This “platform-based” training was less likely to be successful in the long run, according 
to the American Productivity and Quality Center (APQC), which studied the technology training 
offered at forty-eight educational institutions and corporations selected by the State Higher 
Education Executive Officers Association in an effort to benchmark effective training practices 
for integrating technology into teaching (as cited in Bates, 2000). In its conclusion, APQC 
identified institutions that represented “best practices” in training. APQC noted that a 
characteristic of these institutions was that their training efforts focused more on the teaching and 
learning aspects of the technology rather than developing a high proficiency level in the 
technology.
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Francis, Chris, Robin, and Clair would like to see the faculty development office emerge 
as the leader in offering or coordinating this sort of training, bringing in outside experts as 
necessary. Gale, however, believed the academic technology center might be a more likely place, 
as she believed online education was not as much of a priority for the faculty development office. 
As noted earlier, where faculty sought help at State University had some political implications, as 
various offices on the campus preferred to be ones consulted about platform-related issues.
Cody, who worked in the academic technology center as noted earlier, agreed that the center’s 
focus had primarily been on teaching faculty to use technology to enhance their classroom 
teaching, but she also noted that she was getting more requests for ways to use different 
technologies for different pedagogical purposes.
Some administrators, most notably Casey, Robin, and Dana, had assumed that faculty 
who were content experts in their fields and competent in a traditional classroom also had the 
pedagogical skills needed to succeed in an online classroom. Casey did not believe there were 
any pedagogical differences between teaching online and teaching in a traditional classroom: “I 
don’t see a whole lot of difference, you know, other than the technical know how.” When asked 
whether his department offered faculty any assistance in finding ways to teach with the platform 
the department designed, Dana’s answer was typical of administrators’ responses: “I assume that 
instructors know what they want to do with the platform.” As Dana grappled with the question, 
he said that he was beginning to realize that was not always the case, and he was planning to 
consult with his instructional designer about ways in which such training might be provided for 
faculty members who requested it.
Feenberg (1999) described a similar situation he experienced with the Chancellor of the 
California State University System, who told him it was up to the faculty to figure out how to 
teach with the course software that had been purchased for them. Feenberg recalled his 
astonishment that at the most senior administrative level there had been no previous discussion or
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plan to implement online courses. The chancellor believed that all that was necessary was to 
provide faculty with the technology, and faculty would take care of the rest.
Palloff and Pratt (2001) reported that they encountered much the same attitude on the part 
of administrators: the misperception that teachers knew how to teach in an online environment 
and students knew how to learn. Gale and Chris specifically noted Palloff and Pratt in their 
conversations and agreed that educators could not afford to assume students and teachers 
instinctively knew function in an online course environment. Gold (2001) conducted a 
quantitative and qualitative study to test this assumption as well. In his study of forty-four faculty 
members undergoing technology training, 97 percent of the faculty members at the two-week 
training session expressed a desire for training in technology and 95 percent specifically indicated 
training in teaching online. However, as Gold noted, 74 percent of the respondents said the 
training they sought was not provided by their institution. Clearly, the type of training offered 
was not meeting the needs of those for whom it was designed. Teachers were asking questions 
about teaching, but they were getting answers about technology.
The pedagogical skill set required in both environments can be markedly different in 
some areas, which will be discussed in the last section, “The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy.” 
At this point, it is worth recalling the underlying administrative belief that a faculty member 
would intuitively know how to teach online, and thus only need to learn how the “electronic” 
classroom functioned in order to be a successful online instructor. This may explain why so 
much of the training had been focused on the technology.
In addition to the lack of pedagogical training, five of the six faculty participants 
expressed concerns over the pace of training. Francis was the only faculty member who did not 
express any concerns about the pace of training, but readers will recall that Francis also had 
significant experience in an administrative capacity for an online degree program. The remaining 
faculty members believed platform training needed to be offered in smaller increments of time 
(typically, training sessions ran about four hours), offered over several days, and structured in
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such a way that the faculty member would emerge from the experience with an actual course 
template that could be developed further in later sessions or on one’s own. One administrator, 
Leslie, agreed, describing the type of training he would like to have for his faculty: “Not a one- 
day training session, [but] some type of system that enables those people to interact regularly and 
share ideas....This has got to be a relationship-building enterprise.” Jordan believed that until 
faculty were offered more of the type of training they needed, the quality of the courses would 
suffer: “When you look at how we arrived here, it makes sense that we have what we 
have....We’ve done nothing in the interim to provide people with more opportunities to see other 
ways to do it.”
Participants would have been likely to support the type of training Weatherly and 
McDonald (2003) described at Stephen F. Austin State University. Faculty members attended a 
series of ten sessions where they created, modified, collaborated on, and implemented an online 
course, working from beginning to end in the course platform software itself, much like the 
training designed by Jordan for faculty and administrators at Centerville. Weatherly and 
McDonald (2003) stressed that the workshop sessions were designed to focus on ways in which 
faculty could blend their emerging technical skills with effective instructional design.
The need for training to be ongoing and progressive was also stressed by faculty 
participants, most specifically by Jordan:
Those people need to get pulled along too [the innovators and early adopters], otherwise, 
they’re the ones beating their heads against the wall, trying to try something new, figure 
out the software, move forward, move forward, drag the stone along behind them. 
Nobody’s helping [to] push. So you need something to keep those people moving 
forward too. Otherwise, what’s the incentive?
Berge and Kearsley (2003) addressed this in their review of case studies related to online 
training. They concluded that one of the reasons distance education had not grown at the rate 
some predicted it should have was because the training was not “sustained in many
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organizations—that is, it keeps getting ‘reintroduced’” (Berge and Kearsley, 2003,
“Conclusions,” Paragraph 1). Faculty at State University and Centerville would agree with that 
conclusion and would add that simply repeating the same training for more faculty would not 
suffice. Instead, faculty who had taken the initial training wanted the opportunity for more 
advanced training, in both technology and pedagogy, as Jordan noted earlier. Ideally, this training 
would be offered on the campus, but participants were willing to travel off campus if the 
institution were willing to help fund the effort.
One aspect of nurturing that all participants, including Jamie and Cody, agreed upon was 
that many of the faculty who might benefit from the development and training opportunities 
offered by their institutions did not take advantage of those opportunities, as briefly noted earlier. 
Participants had several theories to explain this phenomenon, but most of the theories revolved 
around the demands of time. If faculty members and administrators could find a way to make 
time for training opportunities, the institution and its students might be more likely to reap the 
benefits that could accrue from the online learning experience, which is the last theme in the 
grounded study: “The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy.” The literature review summary for this 
theme appears in Table 11.
There were fifteen references to this theme in the literature. The scarcity of literature in 
this area will be discussed in the narrative that follows the literature review summary. In the 
literature that was available for review, there were four philosophical articles and four instances 
of original research. There were also two accounts of personal experiences, two news articles in 
professional journals, two reports of proceedings, and one review of literature. There were no 




The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Bates (2000) 4 E-pedagogyb Y Faculty need pedagogical training to teach in an 
online environment
Bates (2000) 4 Online Plus' Y Recent studies indicate faculty rethink teaching 
and learning after online experiences
Cohen (1998) 4 E-pedagogy Y Faculty pedagogical roles change in online 
environment
Farmer (1997) 4 E-pedagogy Y Faculty need training in understanding how 
students learn online
Feenberg (1999) 6 E-pedagogy Y Classroom teaching experience does not prepare 
instructor for online teaching
Fink (1997) 3 E-pedagogy Y Faculty need to different pedagogical skills to be 
successful online
Giannoni, et ah, 
(2003)
1 E-pedagogy Y Nature of online learning different from that of 
traditional classroom
Giannoni, et al., 
(2003)
1 Online Plus Y Senior faculty desire to teach more motivated 
students, more likely in online courses
Gold (2001) 1 Online Plus Y Study participants rethinking pedagogy after 
online training
Gold (2001) 1 Online Plus Y Suggest further study on impact of training on 
pedagogical practices
Green (1997) 5 E-pedagogy Y Posting syllabus and web links online not an 
effective course design method
Institute for 2 Online Plus 
Higher Education Policy (2000)
Y Faculty reporting online experience affecting 
traditional teaching
MacDonald (2002) 1 Online Plus Y Cites research indicating online learning 
affecting traditional teaching
Maitland (2000) 6 E-pedagogy Y Using copy/paste to put traditional course 
material on the web is not effective design
" “ 1” refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3" refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, "5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience 
b “E-pedagogy" refers to elements needed to design an effective online course 
c “Online Plus” refers to benefits from online teaching experiences
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Table 11 cont.
Author Type3 Code Confirm Note
Newman, et al., 
(2001)
3 Online Plus” Y Chronicle: Online experiences have affected 
learning in traditional classroom
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 E-pedagogyc Y Merely transferring content to online course is 
not effective use of medium
Palloff, et al., 
(2001)
1 Online Plus Y Experience with online teaching enhances 
pedagogy in traditional classroom
Peterson, et al., 
(1997)
4 E-pedagogy Y Online teaching experience will alter faculty role
Twigg (2001a) 2 E-pedagogy Y Faculty pedagogy enriched by collaboration with 
other faculty in online design
The Yin and Yang of Online Pedagogy
As participants became more involved in online education, they realized that designing 
and teaching online involved a different set of skills than preparing course material and teaching 
in a face-to-face classroom. This realization led them to consider the needs (the “yin”) and 
benefits (the “yang”) of online pedagogy, the final theme of this study.
The “Yin ” o f Online Pedagogy: “I t ’s not the same. ”
Participants believed that acknowledging the differences between the online and on- 
campus classroom was a crucial first step. Marty described the first piece of advice she offered to 
faculty who came to her office to inquire about designing an online course:
The first thing that I ask faculty to do is come to the realization it’s not [pause] the same, 
first and foremost. Let’s just admit it. It’s not the same....The key is recognizing where it 
needs to be different, and in recognizing where it needs to be the same is in the academic 
rigor; it’s helping students get to that end point.
" “ 1" refers to original research, “2” refers to report of proceedings, “3” refers to news article in journal, “4” refers to philosophical 
article, “5” refers to literature review, “6” refers to personal experience 
b “Online Plus” refers to benefits from online teaching experiences 
c “E-pedagogy” refers to elements needed to design an effective online course
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Giannoni and Tesone (2003) noted that faculty members who began to teach online found 
the experience to be very different from teaching in a traditional classroom, even if they had used 
technology to supplement instruction in that classroom. To be certain, some elements of effective 
teaching are universal, as Marty noted earlier. Elements of effective instruction that would not 
change regardless of the mode in which one taught include the breadth of knowledge in and 
enthusiasm for one’s discipline, the ability to construct meaningful learning experiences for 
students, and the desire to see students become engaged and succeed in learning. Yet, the tools 
faculty members used to achieve those goals in an online environment might differ considerably 
from the tools they used in a traditional classroom. MacDonald (2002) drew attention to the 
danger inherent in trying to teach “the old way” in a new environment: “By focusing on whether 
we can do the old things just as well in different ways, we are blind to the possibilities of doing 
new and different things” (“I. Statement of the Issues,” Paragraph 4).
The concept of online pedagogy was related to a sensitive issue for participants: the 
teaching skills of higher education faculty. Taylor did not stint in his estimation of the teaching 
ability of some professors: “The worst teaching you’ll ever see is in higher ed. We hire content 
experts; we don’t hire teachers. And we just assume because you can read a book you can teach 
it.” Clair agreed, saying that there was “very little in the way graduate students are 
prepared... that helps them become effective teachers.” Yet, for some of those content experts, 
online course design offered them their first opportunity to talk to someone else about teaching, 
as Marty noted previously.
Boyer (1990) agreed that it was generally “assumed [emphasis Boyer’s] that all faculty 
can teach and hence that one doesn’t need to spend a lot of time on it” (p. 32). Boyer noted that 
as far back as the 1930s, administrators were bemoaning this fact, including the dean of the 
University of Chicago graduate school, G. J. Laing, who asked his chairs how well they were 
preparing their graduate students for careers in teaching (as cited in Boyer, 1990).
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With the rise of the constructivist approach to learning on many college and university 
campuses, faculty and administrators began to discover that the “stand and deliver” lecture format 
was replaced by the “facilitator” or “guide on the side” format, something that was referenced by 
Gale, Chris, Francis, and Jordan. Constructivist approaches were being used in on-campus and 
online courses, but with the addition of the increased distance between faculty and student in an 
online environment, pedagogy became even more critical. The focus on pedagogy that 
intensified with the growth of online learning was “an unexpected benefit of the debate over 
technology that.. .has moved the goal of improving teaching from a distinctly peripheral position 
to the center of the college’s concerns” (Newman and Scurry, 2001, p. 5).
From a pedagogical perspective, online learning was heavily dependent on text, as noted 
by Feenberg (1999) and MacDonald (2002). Since many of the instructional materials faculty 
create have traditionally relied on text, faculty teaching online might be expected to acknowledge 
the different ways in which text was used in on-campus and online environments and make the 
necessary pedagogical adjustments. Chris recognized the need to re-think his approach to text as 
he considered how students might interact with a computer screen rather than with a book or a 
handout. Chris emphasized the need to “chunk” text in online courses so students would not have 
to scroll endlessly through material and risk becoming disengaged.
Both Chris and Jordan noted the tendency of novice online instructors to bombard 
students with too much text. They each described early attempts to transfer existing syllabi to an 
online platform using a cut and paste technique. This resulted in cumbersome documents that 
students were more likely to print instead of reading, defeating the purpose of an online course if 
the instructor expected the student to interact with the text in the online environment. Instructors 
giving a handout to students in a traditional classroom might not consider this aspect of text, as 
students were able to take a quick visual break at the end of each page, but the same handout 
posted online as one continuous file might appear quite different to a reader, without the visual
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break. Chris suggested that one way to solve this problem would be to build the online course 
directly in the course platform, rather than resorting to the copy and paste method.
Creating a community of learners was another significant feature that participants noted 
was different in online and on-campus courses. Participants agreed that creating a learning 
community could be much more difficult online, as instructors and students would not be able to 
rely on the non-verbal cues they had access to in the classroom and would instead have to rely on 
the text comments shared in e-mails, assignments, and discussion board sessions. However, 
participants also believed it was possible to create such a community, and several participants 
expressed how pleased they were with .the amount and depth of reflection that occurred in their 
online classes between students and between the instructor and students. Jordan and Gale noted 
that some of the online reflections surpassed the depth of conversations that had taken place in 
their t raditional classrooms, and they were encouraged by the number of people who participated 
online, as opposed to the level of participation in classroom discussions where a few students 
might have dominated discussion.
Gale taught a hybrid class in which she evaluated the types of conversations that 
appeared to work better for students online or on campus. Her experience was that controversial 
topics could be discussed online if the participants had some level of familiarity and comfort with 
each other. While the familiarity and comfort might be achieved more quickly in an on-campus 
setting, it was possible to recreate the same atmosphere online.
In any community of learners, there are likely to be a variety of learning styles, and 
faculty designing online courses had a number of tools available to help them adapt material to 
different learning styles. One of Cody’s responsibilities in the academic technology center was to 
acquaint faculty with different tools that could be used to meet different learning styles, such as 
technology that could be used to create audio and visual elements. Dana echoed Cody’s 
observations about the ability of online courses to appeal to a variety of learning styles and added 
that a distinct benefit of online courses was that students not only had multiple paths they could
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use to work through the material in the course, they also had the opportunity to access that 
material on multiple occasions. This might be particularly helpful for learners who needed to see 
or hear something more than once to be able to process the information. As faculty explored 
ways to adapt material for different learning styles in their online courses and wrestled with other 
changes they had to make in their pedagogy when they taught online, a curious thing happened: 
they found they were changing the way they taught in their on-campus classrooms as well.
The “Yang" o f Online Pedagogy: An Unexpected Gift
One of the most surprising results of this study was learning how participants’ online 
experiences had positively influenced what they did in their traditional classrooms. Gale was the 
first participant to raise this issue, as part of a response to another question, saying, “There is 
evidence that I’ve seen that when faculty do online education they tend to improve what they do 
within their regular classroom.” This comment was responsible for its own “popcorn effect” as 
readers will discover. Gale had been looking for research on this phenomenon, but she had only 
been able to locate anecdotal evidence to support that it was occurring. In her own teaching, Gale 
made several changes in her hybrid and on-campus classes because of her online experiences.
One particular focus was determining which conversations worked best in which environments, 
as noted earlier. This was an area she said she might not have investigated if not for her 
experience conducting online discussions. Intrigued by her comments, I began to ask other 
participants if they had heard or experienced the same thing, and I was overwhelmed by their 
responses.
Clair was emphatic that faculty had experienced this and shared this experience with her 
on numerous occasions. She noted one aspect faculty were now beginning to consider in greater 
depth was how to present information to students and how to sequence that information, whether 
in an online or on-campus course. Cody said that as she met with faculty for one-on-one 
sessions, they had often shared how their online experiences were beginning to affect their 
classroom teaching. As faculty learned how to use technology to teach online, they also
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discovered ways to use that same technology to augment their classroom teaching. Cody noted 
that faculty frequently shared that they were using skills and techniques they had developed for 
their online courses to adapt on-campus material for different learning styles. Dana said faculty 
in his division felt they were better organized after having taught online and that their 
organizational skill was being carried over into their preparation for on-campus teaching. Francis 
taught the same course online and face-to-face, and he decided to revise the face-to-face version 
of the course after his experiences teaching the course online. In Francis’ other capacity as the 
director of an online degree program, he had also heard similar comments from faculty: “Each 
and every one of them, including myself, would say that it just makes you a better teacher. I think 
you’re more aware of some of the resources that are out there.”
Marty said literally “dozens” of faculty had made similar comments in discussions with 
her. Marty described the experience of designing and teaching an online course as a reflective 
one:
We pause and we think more about it because it becomes more permanent. And so we 
begin to actually think about what it is we’re trying to do, and how we’re trying to do it. 
And that starts to have an impact in terms of how we teach our face-to-face courses... .It 
forces us all to rethink how we teach and how people learn.
This phenomenon was not limited to the State University campus, as faculty and 
administrators at Centerville experienced it as well. Casey described a division’s collaborative 
efforts to build an online course. As a result of the collaboration, faculty began using some of the 
materials they had creating for the online course to enhance their on-campus courses. Casey noted 
that faculty had discussed this effect with her, sharing their belief that they might not have created 
the materials had they not been working on an online course. Jordan and Kelly echoed Dana's 
comments about being more organized, and Leslie said his faculty not only felt they were better 
organized after their online teaching experiences, but they also said they were more likely to do 
research on the Internet to enhance the information they brought to their on-campus classrooms.
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Leslie reported that faculty in his department were using materials they created for their online 
courses in their on-campus classrooms, material they said they might not have created for an on- 
campus course.
Although I did an extensive review of literature for this study, I did not find any studies 
related to the manner in which faculty members’ online experiences affected their on-campus 
teaching, which confirmed Gale’s experiences in this area. Gold (2001) conducted a combined 
qualitative and quantitative research study of forty-four faculty who took part in a two-week 
training program in how to teach online. He surveyed faculty about the extent to which they 
reconsidered their teaching practices in general after their training experience. Using linear 
regression, he concluded “the results indicate a highly significant change in the sample’s 
rethinking their teaching [at the .000 level]” (Gold, 2001, “Hypothesis 1,” Paragraph 1).
However, in noting the limitations of the study, Gold commented that the results were measured 
at the end of a two-week training period and may or may not have extended into actual teaching 
practice later. Gold, like Gale, called for further research into behavioral exchange and 
persistence in this area and did not cite any existing studies on the issue.
In an effort to do a more exhaustive review of literature in this area, I conducted an issue 
by issue search, dating back to the year 2000 in Academe, Change, Commentary, Education at a 
Distance, Journal o f Asynchronous Learning Networks, Online Journal o f Distance Learning 
Administrators, Syllabus, Technical Horizons in Education, and Technology Source. My efforts 
did not yield any results. Despite the lack of literature in this area, however, the experiences of 
participants in this study would indicate that it is a phenomenon worthy of further investigation.
What Does the Future Hold?
As the lines between on-carnpus and online education continue to blur, participants have 
acknowledged that teaching online is likely to become “what we do,” as Gale said, co-existing 
with face-to-face instruction. Although Gale had reservations about how State University became 
involved in online education, she also saw the need to move ahead: “Quite frankly, this is the
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future, and I think academic departments and provosts and deans have to think about this 
[offering online education] as just the way we do business.” Casey was even more emphatic:
“We don’t have a choice. We have to be involved.” The pressure to become more deeply 
involved was not as urgent for other participants, however. Clair observed that “ [State 
University]. ..is ahead of the game, and we’re farther along at this point than other schools, so I 
don’t feel considerable pressure to kindle a spark where there’s not already some avid interest or 
activity.” Yet Clair agreed that as the number of high school graduates declined, her institution 
would be faced with the need to add virtual classrooms, as the prospects for adding brick-and- 
mortair ones dimmed. Still, Clair did not want to see her institution forced to a financial precipice 
in this endeavor: “I want us to be not on the bleeding edge, but not far behind it.”
Some schools have already made the decision to invest more of their human and financial 
resources in online education. The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) now 
offers courses online and on campus taught by the same faculty members who are subject to the 
same faculty evaluation procedures regardless of the mode in which they teach Twigg (2001b). 
Distance education at UIUC is considered of equal importance as on-campus education, and new 
faculty are being hired with the expectation that they will be able to design and teach online 
courses.
Participants agreed that the demand for online courses from on-campus students was 
likely to grow, which meant more online courses would need to be added to the institutional 
inventory. This had the potential to fundamentally alter the way the institution provided faculty 
development and training, as Jamie and Cody noted. Marty agreed, adding that the institution 
would have to determine which information technology services would be centralized or 
decentralized. As noted earlier, the ways in which faculty accessed training and development 
opportunities was a source of concern for many participants, a concern that would need to be 
addressed.
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Although both institutions currently had very healthy enrollments, faculty and 
administrators realized that the region’s dwindling college-bound population and decreasing 
levels of state support were likely to accelerate the need to appeal to students outside of the 
region through online education. This also presented a challenge, according to Marty, as her 
division worked to improve the scalability of its online design process. At the time of the 
interview, Marty noted that there were more than sixty online courses in various stages of 
development, awaiting the hiring of more design team members. By the time the data was 
analyzed for this study, most of the design team was in place, but the number of courses “in the 
cue” had risen to almost ninety.
As Centerville and State University grapple with increased the increased demand for 
online courses, both institutions will need to address the issues that threaten to derail their efforts. 
Those issues, which have been discussed in this chapter, are summarized in the next section, “The 
Need for Consensus.”
The Need for Consensus
There were a number of areas in which faculty and administrative perceptions coincided, 
and those areas could provide a starting point from which to build consensus on other issues. In 
the area of ownership, faculty and administrators agreed that a form of shared ownership of 
online courses was reasonable, but efforts to clarify ownership were hampered by both groups’ 
lack of understanding and experience with intellectual property agreements. Specific 
recommendations for addressing this area and the others summarized below will be discussed in 
Chapter IV, but it is crucial that faculty have a clear understanding of how the material they 
create for an online course might be used in the future, particularly as they indicated this material 
took considerable time to develop.
Quality control was also an area where faculty and administrators agreed in principle in 
many areas, but disagreed on implementation. All participants believed their institution’s online 
courses should represent the highest standards of quality instructional design, but they were not in
agreement on what those standards were, how they might be monitored, and how information 
about quality standards might be used in the faculty evaluation process. Academic freedom 
surfaced frequently in discussions in this area, indicating that faculty felt strongly about their 
ability to create courses as they saw fit to meet the needs of their students. Administrators’ 
concents about how outside agencies might view the institution’s online courses would also need 
to be addressed, as future accreditation has the potential to be as significant an issue as academic 
freedom.
In the area of motivation, there appeared to be widespread agreement about what would 
motivate faculty to design online courses, but the haphazard way in which compensation had 
been handled in the past and the difficulty of obtaining future funding for compensation or release 
time will be difficult issues for faculty and administrators to surmount. In addition, State 
University will need to address the issue of workload. Since all the participants agreed that 
designing online courses was time-intensive, the continued practice of assigning online courses as 
overloads could emerge as an impediment in discussions between the two groups.
Consensus building is also needed in the area of training and faculty development.
Faculty clearly believed they were not being offered training and development opportunities that 
met their needs, and administrators were largely unaware that successful classroom faculty would 
need the type of training faculty members were requesting. There were also politically sensitive 
issues related to training at State University that resulted in faculty choosing to go outside the 
institution for the help they needed or trying to learn what they needed on their own.
The area that has the greatest potential to serve as a bridge to consensus building is the 
way in which online experiences positively affected faculty members’ on campus courses. This 
was an area where faculty and administrators were unanimous in their reporting of positive 
experiences and where they were the most enthusiastic. The benefits reported by faculty would 
have a direct effect on the quality of their teaching, on campus and online, which in turn would 
benefit students. The shared concern faculty and administrators have for students’ needs being
met could be the starting point for discussions on other issues. Keeping the needs of students 
paramount might be a way to work through the more difficult issues outlined earlier.
Any effort to build consensus begins with discussion. The topics that might be included 
in discussions at State University and Centerville are outlined in the next chapter, along with 




Before either institution plunges deeper into the murky water of cyberspace, it would be 
useful, as Taylor noted in Chapter I, to step back and talk about how the institution understood its 
role in online education and its duty to students in the near future. Participants agreed that it was 
important to discuss how to proceed in the future, but many of them agreed with Casey that they 
did not have a choice about being involved in online education. In order to plot a course others 
would follow, both institutions would need to consider involving many more people in the 
planning efforts than had been done in the past. This would not be a decision to be taken lightly 
nor to be made by a small group within each institution, since it would involve the commitment 
of significant amounts of time and money. The process of determining a vision for the future is 
not for the faint of heart. Bates (2000) outlined a visioning process for institutions, but cautioned 
that “the changes proposed.. .may be too rich, too drastic, or too threatening to the core values of 
many institutions” (p. 5). An illustration of how a visioning process could be used to coordinate 
and unify online design efforts at both institutions appears in Figure 2.
The participants in this study have reflected on their own journey. The themes that 
emerged shared a common denominator: the lack of a vision that faculty and administrators 
could embrace and consult to determine their roles in online education as they moved forward. 
Participants who pioneered the integration of technology were left to devise their own visions, 
which sometimes matched the visions of others, but just as often did not. As technology policies 
were developed, participants were often faced with the need to adjust their inner map. The 
recommendations that follow could be used by participants at both institutions to ensure that their 
maps more closely matched the maps of others, reducing the level of confusion and frustration.
Figure 2. Illustration of the Effect of Addressing the Central Phenomenon. With a shared 
institutional vision to serve as a reference, faculty and administrators could coordinate their 
efforts to offer online education. The confusion and frustration represented by the broken lines in 
Figure 1 would be replaced by solid lines of communication and understanding, as participants 
understood how the various elements of online education influenced each other and were 
informed and influenced by a shared vision.
Recommendations for Participants 
Addressing Ownership: Yours, Mine, and Ours
What Can Be Done Now
Intellectual Property Agreements. Since participants agree that some form of shared 
ownership of online courses is likely and fair, the primary need in this area is for the respective 
institutions to make certain that administrators, faculty, and any members of a design team are 
aware of existing intellectual property agreements and that one is agreed upon and signed before 
a faculty member or a design team begins any substantial work on a course. Centerville has a 
state-designed intellectual property agreement that can be used, but participants were not aware of
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where it was located on the state’s web site, nor were they aware of the provisions of the 
agreement. One recommendation for participants at Centerville would be to contact the campus’s 
designated intellectual property officer (currently the reference librarian) for a copy of the 
agreement. Participants might also consider reviewing the agreement in a campus forum as well 
as posting a link to the agreement on the institutional web site.
State University has a draft version of an intellectual property agreement that is awaiting 
presidential approval. Participants are encouraged to contact the president through normal 
channels of communication to ascertain when the document will become effective. Once it is in 
effect, a link to the agreement should be posted on the institutional web site. Since State 
University is a much larger campus than Centerville, the information could be disseminated at 
department meetings and regularly scheduled meetings of administrators.
Building and Remodeling. To alleviate concerns over faculty being assigned to teach 
someone else’s course, the institutions could proceed on several fronts. One approach might be 
to actively encourage more faculty to work coilaboratively to create materials that could be stored 
on the institution’s web site. Faculty designing online courses could use the materials to build a 
course of their own, which would alleviate some participants’ concerns about the time needed to 
design courses and the technological skill required. The institutions might also consider limiting 
access to the inventory to faculty who have contributed to the site, with exceptions being made 
for first-time designers. This might mitigate concerns faculty may have about possibility that 
some instructors might use learning materials from the inventory but not contribute materia] that 
could be used by others. In this respect, the inventory could be operated as a cooperative, with 
membership determined by a willingness to contribute. A cooperative model might also 
encourage greater collaboration.
What Could Be Done Later
If the institution decides to proceed with a visioning process, a subcommittee could begin 
planning for how courses might be marketed beyond the institution, so faculty and institutional
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rights could be respected and protected. A part of that plan would need to include how royalties 
or other profits would be assigned.
Addressing Quality: Who Controls Quality Control?
What Can Be Done Now
Benchmarks. Participants could begin a review of existing benchmark documents, 
particularly the Western Conference for Educational Telecommunications and the Institute for 
Higher Education Policy guidelines that were referenced by several participants and by a number 
of sources in the literature. During the review process, participants could create a draft document 
of the most institutionally relevant standards, which could be circulated to other faculty and 
administrators for comment. As a part of the review process, the participants would want to have 
some representation from the faculty senate, since issues of academic freedom could arise in 
these discussions. While it may be difficult at this point to involve students in discussions about 
quality, every effort should be made to find a mechanism that would allow for the greatest 
possible participation from students, since this is an area that directly affects them.
What Could Be Done Later
Either separately or as part of a visioning process, a committee on quality standards 
should begin to move from the draft stage to the adoption stage. It would be useful to include a 
“trial period” during which any peer or institutional review would remain between a single 
reviewer and the faculty member, with no written record being kept. In the area of standards, it is 
especially important that the group work towards consensus building rather than compromise. 
Once the standards have been written and adopted, a period of orienting faculty, administrators, 
and design team members should follow before the standards become effective. Key points to 
stress during the orientation process would be the reasoning behind the standards and how 
information about the standards would be used (for the purpose of improving the course rather 
than punishing the instructor).
I would suggest that a standing committee be appointed to review the benchmarks on a 
regular basis for possible revision and to review courses and programs for the implementation of 
those standards. Ideally, this committee would have a faculty majority, since faculty have the 
most direct input into and responsibility for the quality of the courses that bear their name, but 
administrators, design team members, and students should also be invited to be part of the 
committee.
Administrators who served on either the initial standards committee or the standing 
committee would be encouraged to “drop in” to online courses, following the same guidelines 
they currently use for classroom visits. Administrators might be asked to lead a discussion board 
session on a topic of interest to them, as a part of their virtual visit. This would give the 
administrator a better sense of how learning occurred in an online environment. Faculty should 
also be encouraged to drop in to other faculty members’ courses, within and outside of their 
discipline. For both groups, the opportunity to see what others were doing in their online classes 
might spur greater collaboration and be a source of ideas for faculty members.
Both institutions will need to grapple with the sensitive issue of whether on-campus 
courses would be held to similar standards and subject to similar review processes. As more 
faculty become involved in online teaching, there may be less resistance to this idea, but in the 
short term, this could be a contentious issue.
Addressing Reward Structures: Why Would Anyone Do This?
What Can Be Done Now
Workload and Compensation. Online courses at Centerville should continue to be treated 
as part of a faculty member’s course load. At State University, the institution will need to decide 
how it wants to proceed in view of the increasing number of on-campus students who are 
enrolling in online courses. This is an issue that can be raised and discussed within the next year, 
but any action in this area is likely to take time and should be part of a long-term visioning 
process. Indications were that a majority of faculty at both institutions preferred teaching the
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courses as part of a regular course load. Some form of cost-benefit analysis might be useful in 
helping participants determine whether courses currently assigned as overloads were beneficial to 
the institution, the faculty, and to the students.
In the area of compensation, participants at both institutions could survey senior 
administrators, as noted earlier in the section on ownership issues, to see if there were enough 
discretionary funds to offer additional summer grants or limited release time. Another avenue 
that might be pursued in the short term is for a group of faculty members to investigate what 
grants or partnership opportunities might be available to fund design efforts and present the 
results of that investigation to those involved in the visioning process for review and action.
Robin's idea of faculty “banking time” by developing technical and online pedagogical skills on 
their own and later applying that time to some form of release from teaching duties is worth 
exploring further.
Tenure (for State University) and professional development and promotion guidelines 
(for Centerville) are not issues that could be resolved within an academic year and would best be 
discussed as part of a long-term visioning process. The issue of tenure and promotion would 
involve almost every faculty member at the institution, so significant faculty representation would 
be helpful. Discussion and decisions in this area are likely to extend over several years.
What Could Be Done Later
As noted above, the issue of how the institution values and rewards faculty for their work 
in designing and teaching online is an issue that will generate a significant amount of discussion, 
if the wealth of literature on this issue is any indication. Rather than discussing this issue in terms 
of the practices at their respective institutions, each institution might choose to begin the process 
by investigating how other institutions, such as Oregon State University (OSU), have dealt with 
tenure and promotion issues, and with what degree of success. Using a framework such as OSU’s 
UniSCOPE (Gurgevich, Hyman, and Alter, 2003), participants at Centerville and State University
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could begin by discussing which provisions might would work at their institutions and then 
drafting a document of their own.
Addressing Nurture: Where Can I  Turn for Help?
What Can Be Done Now
A significant need in this area for the Centerville campus is the need to hire an 
instructional designer so faculty would have someone “in house” to consult on design issues. 
Centerville has a computer help center that could serve as a resource, but the primary focus of the 
staff at the center is serving faculty and students who have technical difficulties with computers 
rather than serving as technical consultants for faculty designing online courses.
At State University, one project that could be done very quickly would be to create a 
guide to places offering technology-related assistance at the university. The academic technology 
center, the faculty development office, the distance education center, and department that 
designed the “in house” platform have their own web pages with detailed information about their 
services located within the institutional web site. A way to direct faculty to that information 
would be to create a “Where to go for help with technology-related projects” link on the 
institution’s home page that was accompanied by a flow chart describing the services offered at 
each location. This might be helpful for novice designers and veteran online instructors who 
might not have been aware of services that were available from different providers.
In addition, senior administrators at State University could explore ways to reduce or 
eliminate the fee for the institution’s educational technology conference for interested university 
employees, including administrators, faculty, students, and interested staff. (Students are able to 
attend the conference at a reduced price, but the amount still represents a significant expense for 
budget-minded students). Besides encouraging greater attendance, faculty and others who 
attended the conference would have a tangible expression of the institution’s support for the use 
of technology in education. Building attendance at the conference might also be a way to
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increase the visibility of the conference beyond the immediate area, which might attract local and 
state leaders and business professionals who could be future partners or funding sources.
A final suggestion for both institutions in this area would be for them to consider 
successful models for mentoring faculty. Both institutions have successful faculty mentoring 
programs for new faculty that might be expanded to include technology mentoring. If funding 
could not be stretched to cover the cost of faculty technology mentors, the institutions could 
solicit volunteers, with the understanding that the administrators involved were actively pursuing 
the possibility of a stipend in the future. In the interim, administrators could find creative ways to 
recognize the mentors’ service, with something as simple as a week’s parking in a senior 
administrator’s parking space or a free lunch once a week in the cafeteria as a demonstration of 
appreciation.
Establishing a regular series of technology-related roundtable discussions could provide a 
second mentoring opportunity that would be a more collegial and perhaps less intimidating 
experience for novice technology users than a one-on-one mentoring situation. These discussions 
could be in the form of “brown bag” series. Ideally, the roundtable discussions would be open to 
anyone interested in the educational uses of technology, including faculty, administrators, design 
team members, or students. Roundtables can be an excellent and inexpensive way to bring 
people together who share an interest in the educational uses of technology and who might use 
the forum provided to begin discussing ways in which they could collaborate (Gilbert, 2004). 
What Could Be Done Later
A third form of mentoring would take longer to establish, but it has excellent potential to 
serve the needs of the institution, its faculty, and its students. Centerville and State University 
might consider implementing a program similar to the STAR program at Wake Forest (Wicker 
and Boyd, 2003). STAR paired students with a high degree of technical skill and specialized 
training with faculty members interested in working on long-term, technology-related projects. 
Notably, the primary selection criterion for student technology advisors was not their technical
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skill, but their ability to collaborate effectively with a faculty member. Students would typically 
work ten hours per week, assisting faculty in their efforts to integrate technology in their courses. 
When the grant funding for the program expired in 2001, the university incorporated the expenses 
into its regular operating budget, having recognized the program’s value.
This form of mentoring would be beneficial not only for the faculty members who 
received assistance with technology projects but also for the students who served as assistants and 
who then might be able to form a collaborative relationship with faculty members. One of the 
complaints many instructors have about technology is that they miss seeing their students face-to- 
face. A program like STAR would provide an opportunity for faculty to have some of that face- 
to-face experience while working on a technology-related project.
As part of a visioning process at Centerville, a high priority should be placed on securing 
funds to open an academic development and technology center that would be responsible for one- 
on-one training as well as workshop training. Since faculty development has been faculty-led at 
the institution, it would be essential to include members of that group in these discussions.
At State University, a difficult part of the visioning process will be deciding whether to 
combine some of the existing agencies that currently provide technology training or faculty 
development. This has the potential to result in job loss or reassignment and should be carefully 
scrutinized, involving representatives from each of the affected areas as well as more “objective” 
representatives from departments on campus that have utilized the services of one or more of the 
agencies involved in the consolidation. Because of the potential for conflict here, I would suggest 
that at least one of the representatives on the committee be someone from the institution’s conflict 
resolution center or someone with conflict resolution training.
Both institutions could actively explore relationships with external partners with whom 
the institutions have shared interests and goals. It might be worthwhile to invite representatives 
of those agencies to participate in a visioning process. Possible partners might include alumni, 
representatives from state and local education agencies, and area employers. Institutions will need
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to exercise caution here to guard against potential conflict-of-interest situations, such as inviting a 
representative from a course platform provider or a hardware or software manufacturer. These 
entities might still be able to participate and offer valuable expertise, but it would be wise to clear 
their participation with the institution’s legal staff, perhaps going as far as the state governing 
board.
Addressing the “Yin ” and "Yang" o f Online Pedagogy 
What Can Be Done Now
Representative faculty members and administrators from both institutions could begin 
visiting the web sites of institutions known for their innovative use of technology, particularly 
institutions in the same Carnegie classification. Because of its size and mission, State University 
could begin by visiting the web site for the University of British Columbia (UBC), the institution 
that developed WebCT®. Representatives at Centerville could visit Wake Forest’s web site. 
Although Wake Forest is a liberal arts university, its enrollment is more comparable to 
Centerville than is UBC’s. It has been a laptop institution for about the same length of time as 
Centerville and has undoubtedly experienced some of the same growing pains related to 
technology integration. Other institutions would not be difficult to identify with the help of a 
library professional skilled in Internet searching.
Once faculty and administrators at both institutions have identified a list of potential 
“model” institutions, they could take the next step: asking a senior administrator and a senior 
level faculty member to contact the institutions, requesting permission to look at some of their 
online courses and to talk to some of their faculty who teach online. I believe this is a critical 
step. Seeing an actual course and talking to the person who designed and taught it would be an 
excellent first step in understanding what makes an institution a leader in online education. If the 
designer is willing to talk about some of the struggles he or she had during the initial design and 
teaching process, faculty members might also learn from those struggles as well. This type of 
exchange could foster some community building between the two institutions.
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What Could Be Done Later
If Centerville and State University are successful in establishing a relationship with an 
institution more experienced in online education, a logical next step, albeit a big one, would be to 
consider a “visiting professorship” arrangement. This could be done in several ways. One 
possibility would be for a group of faculty from the more experienced institution to visit the less 
experienced one in order to meet with faculty and offer suggestions and some hands-on 
experiences over a two- to three-week session in the summer. Another option might be for 
several faculty members who have begun to design and teach online at the less experienced 
institution to visit the other campus for much the same purpose. Depending on the success of that 
exchange, the two institutions might consider longer exchanges of a semester or even an 
academic year. This, admittedly, is not as likely as the shorter summer exchange, but it could be 
the beginning of an experience to be shared with those who stayed behind, becoming one of those 
“popcorn” experiences described by Marty in Chapter III, with ideas and enthusiasm spreading 
across the campus and into the classrooms.
At this point, I would like to turn to the last set of recommendations I have to offer, the 
recommendations for further research.
Recommendations for Further Research 
Research with Administrators
More research is needed to understand how administrators view their role in nurturing 
faculty in the integration of technology. Nurturing practices emerged as significant in this study, 
and I would propose a working theory to be tested qualitatively and quantitatively to see if one or 
more variations of the theory would result in greater faculty satisfaction with the nurturing they 
received as evidenced by their development of more online courses with higher levels of 
interactivity. I believe that administrators have at least three nurturing roles from which to 
choose: provider, responder, or rewarder. Providers of nurture appear to look at nurture from a 
top-down perspective: if they provide the opportunities for training and faculty development, they
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beiieve technology integration will occur. Responders wait for training and development needs to 
be brought forward from the faculty, preferring a bottom-up approach. Rewarders neither plan 
for noir respond to requests for training but operate under the assumption that faculty will 
intuitively know what training to seek and will do so on their own initiative, which the 
administrators would later reward.
This research could be done by interviewing administrators and several of the faculty 
who report to them. The results of the interviews could then be used to develop a survey 
instrument to be distributed to a wider group of administrators and faculty. Other data that might 
be useful to collect with quantitative measures could include what discretionary funds were 
available to the administrator in an academic year, how were those funds expended during the 
year, how many online courses were available for listing in the institution’s catalogue in the past 
and present academic years, how many courses were in the development stage with existing 
design teams, and what percentage of faculty used an institutionally-provided platform server to 
offer online courses or to augment traditional classrooms in the present and past academic years.
Research with Faculty
As noted in Chapter III, there appears to be a gap in the literature about how faculty 
experiences designing and teaching online courses have influenced their teaching practices in 
traditional courses. This research might also be conducted using qualitative and quantitative 
measures. Faculty could be asked to journal about their experiences in an online classroom during 
one semester and in a traditional classroom the following semester. Periodic interviews during 
the academic year, along with a review of the journal entries, could be used to develop a survey 
instrument that could then be distributed to additional faculty members teaching online. If the 
two courses being taught were similar enough in subject matter and level (such as two similar 
undergraduate writing courses), a mid-term and end-of-semester survey might be conducted with 
students about their experiences in the course. The survey could focus on students’ perceptions
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of the faculty member as organized, knowledgeable about resources outside of the textbook, and 
capable of choosing technology that stimulated student interest and learning in the content area.
Research with Students
Students were not interviewed for this study, but their needs surfaced frequently in 
discussions with faculty and administrators. One need in particular that surfaced was students’ 
ability' to navigate through online material in a way that would encourage learning. Qualitative 
and quantitative approaches could be used here as well. Students in an online course could be 
interviewed early in the semester about their personal estimations of their comfort and skill level 
related to technology, how well they were able to access the information they needed for the 
online course at the start of the semester, what problems they might have encountered thus far, 
where they sought help for those problems, and how satisfied they were with the help they 
received. In addition, it would be important at the beginning of the course to ask them about their 
perceptions of the subject area of course to determine an “entry-level” of knowledge. The same 
group of students could be interviewed again at the end of the semester in the same areas, and it 
would be useful to ask them if they would take another online course and to explain their 
reasoning.
The information gleaned from the original group of students could be used to develop a 
survey for wider distribution, and additional data could be collected to determine how students 
interact with the course platform. Some of that data could include: overall GPA, grade in the 
course, persistence in course, and tracking data from the course platform (where person spent 
time in the course itself, where the person clicked outside of the course to link to related areas, 
when and how often the person accessed the course or related links, and the number and length of 
postings on the course bulletin board).
Parting Words
Harvard was the first institution of higher education in the United States when it was 
chartered in 1636, and it has been regarded as a pioneering institution ever since that time. As 1
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reviewed what was written about online education, I was surprised to come upon a quote from 
Harvard president, Neil Rudenstine, who spoke on the role of the Internet and online instruction 
in higher education. I had expected a dismissal, or at best, a pushing to the fringe, but to my 
surprise, Harvard is still leading the charge for innovation. In a graceful nod to the old and an 
acknowledgment of the new, Rudenstine observed that “the Internet has distinctive powers to 
complement, reinforce, and enhance some of our most effective traditional approaches to 
university teaching and learning. We should embrace those capacities, not resist them” (as cited 
in Green, 1997, p. J-2).
His words have been echoed by Steven Gilbert (2004), president of the TLT (Teaching 
and Learning and Technology) Group, who noted that we cannot turn back the clock: “We have 
passed the point of no return for use of information technology in higher education. There is no 
realistic path forward that includes removing the technology infrastructure already in place” 
(Gilbert, 2004, “III. Why bother,” Paragraph 1).
It would appear that the signs are pointing in the direction of more technology, more 
virtual! classrooms, and more demands on faculty and institutions that provide the education. 
Participants in the study have chosen to go forward with online education, and it is my hope that 
they will be able to convince others to join them. Admittedly, the prospects are dim, but not 
completely dark. When I asked participants about the likelihood that a visioning process would 
result in any significant change in the status quo in the near future, some were not optimistic. 
Gale’s response was brief, but to the point: “Likelihood? Not good. Ought to? Absolutely.” 
Taylor was not any more optimistic about the prospects at Centerville: “Not any time soon. 
Some ‘roots’ are too entrenched. As our president once said, ‘It’s like trying to move a 
cemetery!”’
Taken together, these words paint a picture of higher education at the crossroads. 
Institutions and individuals are looking for familiar landmarks or for a guide to help them chose 
the right path. Everett Rogers (1983), in his landmark book, Diffusion o f Innovation, spoke of
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change agents, individuals or groups of individuals who had the power to affect the rate at which 
an innovation was adopted. The participants in this study have the potential to be change agents 
in their institutions. Gale said she had “erased the lines” between online and on-campus 
education. Jamie, who characterized himself as someone who would still prefer to have students 
come to campus, nonetheless conceded the potential benefit of online education for some 
students: “I’m coming to see it as something that can be very positive in terms of making 
education accessible to mature adults who might otherwise not be able to take time off to come to 
the ‘U.’”
Like Lewis and Clark, I remain an optimist. I believe that the pioneers who followed 
them west were no less committed to their visions than were the members of the Corps of 
Discovery. It may take some of us longer to get to the Pacific Ocean, but we will get there, one 
step at a time.
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Appendix A
Question List for Shannon
This list of questions is reprinted verbatim from the transcript for my first interview with 
Shannon. The questions were posed in this order. Questions formatted in regular font were 
questions I asked from the prepared list I brought with me to the interview. Questions in bold 
were questions I asked as a follow up to a statement Shannon made during that interview, either 
to clarify my understanding of a response or to understand how Shannon’s experiences compared 
to the experiences of other participants I had already interviewed.
Interview #1
1. First of all, I want to thank you a lot for participating in the study. You’re being very 
helpful to me, and I appreciate it. Just to get some background on you, could you tell me 
a little bit about where you grew up, what happened as you got older, and so on.
2. Okay. Did you think of yourself as a teacher when you were going through college, 
was it a career you’d ever envisioned for yourself?
3. Could you tell me briefly about your first experience using computers?
4. Have you had any experiences taking courses online?
5. What experience have you had developing online courses?
6. What training have you had in putting courses online?
7. Several people have talked about the training sessions that they have taken through 
Anion®. What was your general evaluation of those training sessions? How did 
they work for you?
8. How do you think you learn best?
9. Do you find that’s very common in people in your profession, that they’re visual and 
hands on learners?
10. Could you describe a learning experience, it could be academic or something else, 
where something really stuck with you because of how you learned it?
11. Could you describe your current level of computer skills?
12. Is there anything in particular, with regard to your computer, that you would like to know 
more about?
13. How do you generally communicate with other faculty and students during the course of 
a day or a week?
14. How do you use the faculty folder?
15. Turning to another area, do you have very many students in your program who have had 
physical disabilities, such as hearing or vision disabilities?
16. Is it very uncommon for people with physical disabilities to enter your profession?
17. Can you tell me how you currently use technology in your classroom, what you use 
yourself and what you expect students to use?
18. When they’re [students] on clinicals, are they generally at separate sites, or would 
several students be together at one site?
19. What expectations do you have of them to communicate with each other during their 
clinicals?
20. Okay. Have they ever formed, on their own, any sort of communication group, do 
they talk to each other online or through e-mail, that you’re aware of?
21. How do they communicate with you and each other during clincals?
22. How often do they e-mail you?
2.3. You mentioned that they are expected to use more technology on their clinicals than 




24. How much computer skill level would you say they come to class with?
25. Okay. What expectations do you have of administrators in terms of what you expect 
them to provide for you in your classrooms so you can teach effectively?
26. You mentioned earlier about some of the particular skills that people in your 
profession need to develop with hands-on methods. Are there courses in your 
program that you think either in part or in whole, uh, made available online?
27. Okay, you mentioned that you have been to some Anion® training. Have you seen 
any other software, such as Blackboard® or WebCT®? And if so, what opinions do 
you have of those?
28. What sort of training or experience have you had in how to make online courses 
accessible to people with disabilities?
29. I’ve heard a lot from different people that I’ve talked to about who owns an online 
course. I know you haven’t developed one yet, but I’ll just give you a scenario, and you 
can tell me how you’d react to it. Let’s assume that you developed an online course for 
one of your theory classes, and an administrator says, “Well, we need to have so-and-so 
teach this course that you designed to fill this contract, and they need it over here, in this 
other location.” And so, this person is going to teach your course. How would you 
react?
30. If the shoe were on the other foot, if you were asked by someone to teach someone 
else’s course, what about that?
31. Another thing that people have mentioned is possibly a need for someone or some 
group or some agency to look over, and perhaps “peer review” courses that are 
available for students, on the Internet, to check for some level of professionalism, 
some sort of consistency in how students can access different portions of the course, 
and so on. Do you have any thoughts about that, about the need for quality control 
in online?
32. Could you tell me about the type of course you taught and what your experiences 
were?
33. How much online chatting was going on?




Axial Data Analysis Coding—1
Research Question: How do faculty and administrative participants report their perceptions of 
faculty members experiences designing and delivering online courses?
THEME 1:
The experiences of administrators and faculty related to the design and delivery of online courses 
have affected the way both groups view the role of teachers.
SUB-THEME 1A:
A number of factors influenced faculty members’ perceptions about their roles related to 
designing and teaching online
• Motives to teach were generally agreed upon by faculty and administrators
• Faculty approaches to designing and teaching online varied ***what to do with this 
one—their skill in designing and teaching—move somewhere else, a whole other sub­
theme?
• Responsibility for and monitoring of quality were a gray area for both faculty and 
administrators
o Not certain who would be responsible for determining quality indicators for 
online courses
o Not certain who would be responsible for monitoring the extent to which those 
indicators had been met
• Faculty expressed concerns about the support they were being given as they designed and 
taught online courses
o Faculty believed their needs for training did not match with the type of training 
being offered by their administrators
o Faculty believed the way in which training was offered did not meet all of their 
needs
• Faculty received conflicting messages of support for designing and teaching online 
courses from other faculty and from administrators.
SUB-THEME IB:
Faculty members were being prompted on their own and by administrators to reconsider their role 
in the course.
• Role as team member—full member or content provider
• Course developer versus course remodeler
» Role as technical expert—respond to students’ technical questions or refer to others 
SUB-THEME 1C:
Faculty members and administrators shared reports that faculty experiences teaching online had 
positive effects on faculty members teaching
• Improved sequencing of information for onsite classes
• Awareness of other resources that could be used in onsite classes




• Awareness of need to give special consideration to pedagogy online
• Awareness of need to communicate with other faculty about online experiences
THEME 2:
There are a number of areas where faculty and administrators are unsure of the roles of 
administrators in the design and delivery of online courses.
SUB-THEME 2A:
Faculty and Administrators have not come to a consensus about how to define ownership of an 
online course.
• Understanding of intellectual property and copyright
• Development of intellectual property agreements
• Extent of faculty giving away or sharing material
• Online course: dynamic or static entity?
• Compensation policies
SUB-THEME 2B:
Faculty and Administrators have not come to a consensus about administrative governance in 
several areas related to the design and delivery of online courses.
• Control of online education: academic affairs or continuing education departments
• Centralizing or Decentralizing: IT support and training
• Approval of delivery modes for courses
• Business Model approach to offering online education
• Methods to nurture faculty in online design and delivery
THEME 3:




Grounded theory: The experiences of faculty members and administrators involved in the design 
and delivery of distributed learning demonstrate the need for both stakeholder groups to engage in 
large-scale visioning and planning in order to more fully realize the benefits of integrating 
technology at their institutions. The visioning and planning process should include discussion 
and consensus building in the following areas:
(1) Clarifying ownership of materials created for online courses
(2) Determining quality standards and responsibility for monitoring those 
standards
(3) Reconsidering the reward system currently in effect
(4) Reviewing the effectiveness of current methods of nurturing faculty members 
interested in the design and delivery of online courses
(5) Increasing the awareness of pedagogical needs and benefits present in online 
design and delivery.
As a part of this process, institutions may need to consider to what extent they are willing to 
commit to the cultural and organizational changes that could be required in order to successfully 
integrate online courses into their curriculum.
Appendix C




TO: XXX [name removed to protect confidentiality]
FROM: Sherry Lindquist 
DATE: November 17,2003
SUBJECT: Reviewing paraphrases of your interviews
The attached pages are paraphrases of the interviews we have had. I would appreciate it if you 
could review them for three things:
1. Have I accurately restated what you meant?
• If I have misunderstood something, please use the yellow highlighter to 
highlight that area and include any corrections in the margin or on a separate 
sheet of paper.
• If you use a separate sheet of paper, please put a number or letter beside the 
highlighted area on the copy I sent you and then reference that number on the 
separate sheet you attach. This will help me to make sure I make the right 
changes in the right places.)
2. If there are areas where I have completely misunderstood something and you would 
like to have those taken out of the document, please use the green highlighter to 
highlight those areas.
• 1 will honor your wishes. Please be aware that I go to great lengths to insure 
your confidentiality, and I will mask your identity and specific job area, as 
well as your gender (I determine gender for my report based on a coin flip). 
If you have mentioned specific people or offices, I will mask them as well.
3. If there are comments you would like to add, either as additional thoughts you have 
had or as expansions of ideas you have already discussed in interviews, please feel 
free to include those comments on a separate sheet of paper. Feel free to use the 
same sheet that you might have used for any corrections.
If you could review the enclosed pages and return them to me by December 1,2003, in the 
enclosed, postage-paid envelope, I will begin analyzing them for my dissertation. If you have no 
changes to make, you may simply write “no changes” on the top of the first page and return the 
material to me. Please accept the highlighters as a gift—modest, but the first installment. (1 do 
have a more “official” thank-you gift for you, but I would prefer to give that to you in person, 
early next semester.)
I may come back to you one more time via e-mail to ask some clarifying questions that arise as I 
do my literature review, but I promise to only do that once. That would happen early next 
semester.
If you would like a copy of these pages, please let me know when you return the package to me, 
and I will send you a copy. Let me know if you want a paper copy or if you want me to send the 
file to you as an attachment.
A note about grammar and style: these pages contain paraphrases o f the interviews we had. The paraphrases are not examples of 
beautiful prose (I apologize) but instead are my actual notes on our conversations as I initially listened to the tapes, so while they are 
broken into paragraphs for ease o f reading, there are many fragments, awkward sentences, and shifts in verb tense. 1 wanted
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to record my fresh recollections of what you said, as I listened to the tapes for the first time, so I 
did not “clean it up.” I felt I would be more accurate and true to what you said if I did it in this 
fashion.
You will notice that I do not use your name or the pseudonym I have assigned to you, nor do I use 
any pronouns that might identify your gender, so you might see the word “self’ for example, to 
mean he/she or his/her. This was done to protect your confidentiality. There is some identifiable 
information in here, however, such as the names of institutions and departments, which will be 
altered if I use the information in my dissertation. I left that information here so you could check 
it for correctness.
My primary goal in this research is to find more effective ways to offer online courses that work 
for administrators, faculty, and students. I have no interest in stirring any political pots ready to 
boil over, so 1 have been somewhat diplomatic in my paraphrases. If you wish to have your 
paraphrase reflect the depth of your feeling on an issue that is of vital importance to you, and you 
think I have not captured that accurately, please let me know, so I can reflect your wishes.
Thank you once again for participating. It has been a pleasure to get to know you over the last 
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